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Molycorp, Inc. (, 
A Unocal Company ^ 
Questa Division 
P.O, Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 
Telephone: (505) 586-0212 

UNOCAL® 
MOLYCORP 

February 26, 1993 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Attention: Fred Humke, PE / J M . -, 
Senior Environmental Engineer ^ 3 in ^ 
Industrial Permits Section, 6W-PI,r̂  -̂  '9Sj 

% ol/i/ 
Reference: NPDES Permit Molycorp "̂ ŝ * 

NH0022306 Comments 
Dear Sir: 
The following comments addressing the referenced Holycorp 
draft NPDES permit are detailed below. 
1) The daily maximum TSS limitation is too low for Outfalls 

004 and 005. Although dikes, berms and other collection 
systems for retention of storm water above Outfalls 004 
and 005 will be improved or constructed, the natural 
terrain features due not allow for the construction and 
safe operation of storm retention structures large enough 
to handle a maximum or very heavy rainfall event; and 
during a severe event there is no guarantee that no storm 
water discharge will occur. It is our position that storm 
water runoff should not be covered by a process waste 
water permit. 

2) Under storm water runoff, Molycorp also requests a net 
effluent limitation adjustment to provide allowance for 
pollutants present in natural intake waters. 

3) Biomonitoring of discharges from Outfall 002 should not 
be reguired on a monthly basis when there are no 
discharges from Outfalls 001, 004 and 005. Molycorp has 
provided EPA with sufficient data on toxicity testing for 
Outfall 002. Moreover, all data have shown that effluent 
from Outfall 002 is not toxic to Ceriodaphnia Dubia and 
Fat Head Minnows, which are reguired tests. 

Yours truly, 

David R. Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 
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June 15, 1993 

Mr. Fred O. Humke, P.E. 
I n d u s t r i a l Permi ts Sec t ion 
U.S. Environmental P r o t e c t i o n Agency 
1445 Ross Ave. 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

V fol EC 
^ JUN 1 8 1993 

6W 
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Re: Draft Response to Comments - Molycorp, Inc. NM0022306 

Dear Mr. Humke: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the referenced document. 
We greatly appreciate the your effort to communicate with the State 
in these matters. We offer the following comments in the same 
order as they are presented in your draft. 

Issue No. 1 

In the draft response we believe the sentence: "[hjowever the 
permitting activity has been advised that, beginning in FY 94, in 
order to eliminate this situation, in accordance with 40 CFR 
124.53(b) the States will be requested to provide certification of 
all applicable permit conditions prior to initiating permit 
drafting by EPA" is irrelevant and inappropriate to the matter at 
hand and should be deleted. How State certifications may or may 
not be handled in the future is a matter to be discussed by EPA and 
New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) in another forum and does 
not relate to the Molycorp permit proposal. 

Issue No. 2 

In the draft statement of the Issue, the NMED's condition of 
certification is misrepresented. NMED stated (page 5 of the 
certification): 

[b]ecause the act of combining the composite samples will 
not assure that one upstream outfall will not cause acute 
or chronic toxicity as prohibited in the [ W a t e r Q u a l i t y 
Standards fo r I n t e r s t a t e and I n t r a s t a t e Streams in New 
Mexico §1-103.D & E.], biomonitoring at each outfall is 
required as a condition of this certification. (emphasis 
added) 

EPA's proposed response that their "policy" regarding requiring 
biomonitoring does not apply to storm water discharges and 
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therefore biomonitoring is not required at outfalls 004 & 005 is 
irrelevant since this was a condition of state certification. The 
water quality standards, cited in the certification and above, do 
not discriminate between storm water and non-storm water 
discharges. These outfalls are permitted outfalls; discharges from 
these outfalls cannot result in water quality standards violations. 
Biomonitoring is a means to assure that the water quality standards 
are attained. 

EPA's proposed reference to the NMED's previous certification is 
immaterial since that certification was made prior to revisions to 
the water quality standards, and was applied to a permit which did 
not include outfalls 004 & 005. 

We believe that the clarification made regarding the definition of 
the discharge as "periodic mine drainage consisting only of all 
mine contacted surface stormwater runoff" is appropriate and 
helpful. 

Issue No. 3 

EPA suggests that NMED reconsider its position regarding water 
quality standards at outfall SUM2. NMED has reviewed its position 
on this matter and maintains the position set forth as a condition 
of its certification of this permit. We believe it is 
inappropriate for the EPA to "look behind" the State's conditional 
certification in a public notice document as drafted in the 
proposed response to comments. While we appreciate the EPA 
providing us a comparison as to how the State of Texas implements 
their standards, it has no bearing on the State of New Mexico. 

We believe the application of the effluent limits at SUM2 as a 
daily maximum is appropriate at this time. New Mexico's numeric 
water quality standards (WQS) are "instantaneous values" or in 
other words shall not be exceeded in any single sample. Examples 
supporting this interpretation are as follow: 1) the water quality 
standards in §2-119.B segment specific numeric standards are all 
expressed as "[i]n any single sample ...;" and 2) in §3-101.K 
numeric standards for irrigation are preceded by the statement 
"[t]he following numeric standards shall not be exceeded...." The 
only exception to the single sample application is in regard to 
chronic criteria for fisheries which is found in WQS §3-101 
footnote 3). 

It was an oversight on our part that the statement in the Fact 
Sheet on page 6 of 10 regarding Ce as the "allowable daily average 
effluent concentration" was not "picked up." Because the numeric 
WQS are instantaneous, we generally view the Ce as needing to be 
daily maximum. Our concern about episodic biologically threatening 
events has been previously expressed in our certification letter 
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supports this reasoning. EPA is correct in noting that in 
calculating the Ce values average effluent flows, effluent 
concentrations, and ambient stream concentrations were employed. 
The NMED has considered the implications and provided allowance for 
the use of averages in the I n t e r i m Guidance f o r I m p l e m e n t a t i o n o f 
Water Qua l i t y S tandards through NPDES Pe rmi t s . 

Issue No. 11 

The draft response states: "[a] three year schedule is considered 
reasonable by EPA and NMED" (emphasis added). We request deletion 
of the phrase "and NMED." NMED has not made a formal determination 
in this regard as would be implied by the inclusion of such a 
statement. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (505) 827-0187 or 
Glenn Saums of my staff at (505) 827 -2827. 

Sincerely, 

/ * ^ Jim Piatt 
Chief 
Surface Water Quality Bureau 
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6VV-PS 
Octobe r 2 9 , 1993 

Jack V. Ferguson 
C h i e f 
Permits Branch (6W-P) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Re: NPDES Permit NM0022306 - Molycorp 

Dear Mr. Ferguson: 

As you know, Molycorp Inc. filed a Petition for Hearing with the 
New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission as its first step in 
appealing the New Mexico Environment Department's recent 
certification of their NPDES permit. This letter is to inform you 
that Molycorp has formally withdrawn their request for hearing and 
thus their appeal is over. I have enclosed a copy of their 
withdrawal for your records. 

If you have any questions, please contact Glenn Saums at (505) 827-
2827. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Piatt 
Chief 
Surface Water Quality Bureau 
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COPY 

m WATER QUAUTY 
COHTROl CCMMISSIOM 

NEW MEXICO 
WATER QUALITY CONTROL COMMISSION 

In re: Appeal of State 
Certification of NPDES 
Permit #NM0022306 

MOLYCORP, Inc., 

Petitioner, 

v. 

New Mexico Environment Department, 

Respondent. 

I-Iolycorp, Inc's Withdrawal 
of Petition for Hearinc: 

Molycorp, Inc. hereby withdraws its r = --wi'-.; for Hearing 

dated June 26, 1993, concerning the May 27, 1993 State 

Certification of NPDES Permit NM0022306 and hereby requests 

the Commission to close all proceedings in this matter. 

DATED this .$?7-/Kjdav of October, 1993. 

ASHFORD & THOMAS, P.A. 

Amanda J. rtShfora \\ 
Attomeys for Molycorp,Inc. 
Post Office^BQX__2505 
Albuquerque, NM 87103 
(505) 764-9211 

cs\AJA\Motycotp\wpotier 
10/27/93 U:J3un 
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ORIGINAL FILED with the New Mexico 
Water Quality Control Commission 

jj'If Rip BT^4r^ood, Esq. 
Iljil • y\'- «NM ̂ ealll^ and Envirc 
('••:'.{ • 'll90''St||jT'rancis Dri |i 

^ "...,,,,,;.. Sant a-Wv^ NM 87504 

Environment Dept. 
Drive 

;^iiiiam R. Brancard, Esq. 
NM Attorney General's Office 
Post Office Drawer 1508 
Santa Fe, NM 87504-1508 

NM Environment Department 
Post Office BOX 26110 
Santa Fe, NM 87502-6110 

t h i s -y I day o t Octcber , 1993. 

ASHFORD & THOMAS, P.A. 

By_ 
Amanda J. Ashford 

ciVAJAVMolycofpvwpettaer 
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LANG 

Phoenix Office 
2100 First Interstate Bank Plaza 

100 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003-1897 

602 229-5200 
Fax: 602 229-5690 

Tucson Office 
1500 Security Pacific Bank Plaza 

33 North Stone Avenue 
Tucson, Arizona 85701-1413 

602 628-1419 
Fax: 602 623-2418 

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS 

June 23, 1993 

A Professional Assoc i a t i on 
At to rneys 

ROGER K. FERLAND 
Phoenix Office 
602 229-5607 

JUN 24 1993 

6W-PS 
Ms. Ellen Caldwell 
Pennits Branch (6W-PS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Re: Proposed Molycorp NPDES Permit NM0022306 

Dear Ms. Caldwell: 

The following are Molycorp's comments in regard to statements or commentaries 
concerning the referenced permit presented in letters to your office by several citizens' groups and 
the New Mexico Environment Department Certification conditions letter of May 27,'1993. 

General Comment: In response to Molycorp's comments to the draft permit, the EPA 
stated: 

Molycorp objects to the application of the effluent limitations set forth 
in 40 CFR 440 for outfalls 004 and 005, and, in particular, to the 
proposed discharge limitation for Total Suspended Solids. Molycorp 
believes that these outfalls are subject to EPA's storm water regulations 
and not to those limitations which apply to process wastewater 
discharges. 

Response to Comments - Final Permit Decision. Issue No. 9. 

This does not accurately state Molycorp's position, which is as follows: Molycorp's 
Questa facilities have never been regulated by an individual NPDES permit for storm water 
discharge. The permit being renewed has covered only process water discharges from the tailings 
facility. The tailings facility is located 9 miles from Molycorp's other Questa facility, the mining 

E:\Worii\336\Caldwen.Ltr 
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Attorneys 

facility. The tailings facility clearly discharges process water; however, the mining facility 
discharges no water direcUy from its mining or milling processes. In fact, all discharges from the 
mining faciUty are the result entirely of storm water. Despite this difference in the discharges, the 
EPA proposes to regulafe discharges from the mining facility by adding outfalls 004 and O05 to 
the individual permit covering the tailings facility. 

Molycorp believes that the EPA should not at this time regulate the mining facility 
through the tailings facility permit because Molycorp has applied for a storm water discharge 
permit as part of the American Mining Congress Storm Water Group Permit. Part 1 of this 
application was approved by the EPA on March 10, 1993. Thus, the EPA Director has tentatively 
approved Molycorp's membership in this group. Part 2 approval is pending. 

Molycorp's prime concem is that the EPA has riot established criteria to differentiate 
between process water and storm water discharges from mining operations. Because the mining 
facility's discharges are the result of storm water, the facility falls into a regulatory "gray area" 
between the process water and storm water permitting programs. 

Molycorp j through the American Mining Congress (" AMC"), sought formal guidance 
regarding the difference between process and storm water discharges from mining operations. The 
AMC learned that such guidance did not yet exist, Molycorp has found no clear guidance for 
reconciling and applying fundamental terms such as "storm water," "mine," "mine drainage," and 
"mine contacted surface storm water runoff." Without formal guidance regarding these and other 
fundamental terms, Molycorp cannot determine whether or how it is regulated under the two 
programs. For instance, Molycorp cannot ascertain which areas of the mining facility will be 
regarded as "non-contact" areas for purposes of the Clean Water Act Section 402(1) exclusion. 
Molycorp understands that EPA's Washington Office has delegated to Region 8 the duty to address 
this and other fundamental issues by drafting a model storm water permit. 

Regulating the mining facility discharges at this time is premature: Region 8's 
deciisions will have a direct bearing on how the discharges from the mining facility will be 
regulated. Further, permitting the mining facility at this time will render useless Molycorp's jgroup 
pemiit application and bypass the regulatory process already begun by another branch of the EPA. 

If the draft permit attempts to regulate the inining facility storm water discharges, 
Molycorp will have no altemative but to appeal the permit. To avoid an appeal, Molycorp 
proposes that the EPA immediately issue a permit for outfalls 001 and 002, but withhold permit 
provisions pertaining to outfalls 004 and 005, pending resolution of MolyCorp's group permit 
application. This proposal would allow the new discharge limitations to become effective for the 
tailings facility outfalls instead of forcing a stay of the entire permit (the result if Molycorp seeks 
an evidentiary hearing on the permit). Moreover, the storm-water-driven discharges from outfalls 

B:\Wait\33eVCiildwdl.Ur 
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004 and 005 would be addressed by the storm water program, which has already begun making 
the decisions necessary to fiilly address the pertinent issues. 

A. State Of New Mexico Certification Conditions (NMEDi, And Land And Water Fund 
(LWF^ On "Final Effluent Limitations At Outfall SUM2". 

Issue: The NMED has specified as a condition of certiiication that for SUM2 the 
mass liflOLitatidns be expressed as "DAILY MAX" instead of "DAILY AYG" to assure that numeric 
water quality standards for attainable and designated uses set forth in 2-119 and 3-101 pf the WQS 
are protected at all times, including episodic events such as rainfall and snowmelt. 

Comment: Iii addition to other Conditions, Molycorp objects to NMED's 
certification condition Item 3 utilizing maximum daily mass limitations instead of daily average 
limitations for SUM2 (sum of 001, 002, 004, 005). Molycorp will appeal die ftill certification, 
including this issue in an administrative procedure before New Mexico authorities. Molycorp 
requests that EPA delay issuance of the entire NPDES permit pending commencement of this 
appeal or, in the alternative, issue a permit covering only outfalls 001 and 002, as discussed above. 

B. Concerned Citizens Del Norte By Juan Montes (CCdN .̂ W. Rael (WR) And 
LWF On "Red River And Seeps From The Mine". 

Issue: Various coniriientors have expressed concem with possible ground water 
infiltration and seepage froin both the nune and tailings areas into the Red River. 

Comments: 

1. . The numerous acidic springs along the Red River starting above the town of 
Red River and continuing to the village of Questa, including springs in tiie mine area, all influence 
the Chemistry of the river. These springs, their chemistry and geological influence and control of 
groundwater movement are being examined in separate Red River water quality sampling and mine 
area geotechnical studies presentiy being conducted by Molycorp in order to evaluate any possible 
surface and groundwater mine influence on the river. The geotechnical work will also address 
possible groundwatef movement tpvyards Cabresto Canyon. Note also that NMED is also 
conducting its own river water quality sampling study. 

2. Open pit waste dumps aiid underground mine water will be covered under 
State of NM groundwater discharge plan applications requested by the NMED. These applications 
are due on July 16, 1993. 

E:\WaikV3a«\Clildwcn.Ltr 
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C. CCdN Statements On "Tails Impoundment Area". 

Issue: "Another major concern is the seepage from the mines tailings dump. A 
recent court decision and settiement found mine tailings responsible for contaminating ground water 
beneath and around the dumps. . . . " Letter from Juan Montes (Concemed Citizens del Norte) 
to Ms. Ellen Caldwell (EPA) (date uncertain). 

Comments: 

1. Molycorp is not aware of any recent court finding of tails seepage 
contaminating the groundwater. 

2. Molycorp is currentiy conducting geotechnical work at the tails impoundment 
area in order to determine groundwater flow direction and quantity. This work is also being 
discussed with NMED. The results of this study will be used to design catchment systems to 
collect and deliver seepage, missed by the existing cutoff walls, to the existing 002 outfall. Tails 
impoundment area groundwater is covered by a State of NM groundwater discharge plan permit. 
The permit application was submitted to NMED on March 19, 1993. 

D. CCdN And WR Statements On "Discharge Limitations, Monitoring And 
Toxicity Requirements". 

Issue: The commentors raised objections to various permit terms including (1) the 
metals limited under SUM2; (2) the lack of concentration-based limits for manganese and 
molybdenum associated with outfall 001 and SUMl; (3) the lack of concentration-based limits for 
cobalt, selenium, beryllium, silver, chlordane and chlorine; (4) the allowance of mass loads of 
for outfall 001; and (5) dilutions used for biomonitoring testing. 

Comment: Responses to comments about "daily average loading limits," "whole 
effluent and biomonitoring testing," and "load limits for all metals present" are addressed in EPA 
response to May 27, 1993 NMED Certification conditions. 

E. Antonio J. Tmjillo Statements On "Monitor Wells And Tailings Capping". 

Issue: Whether monitor wells are correctiy located in pemiit application materials 
and whether activities to cap tailings are sufricient to control tailings dust air emissions. 

B:\Wafk\336\Qildwen.Ur 
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Comments: 

1. The NPDES permit does not require information on monitor wells; but 
monitor wells locations are as indicated in the Tailings Impoundment Groundwater Discharge Plan 
Permit Application submitted to NMED on March 19, 1993. The wells (MW-1, -2, -3, -4, -A, -
B, -C) were last sampled on April 29, 1993. 

2. The NPDES program does not apply to air emissions. A capping depth of 9"-
12" has proven to be adequate on tails sand immediately behind Dam 1, and southwest ofthe tails 
changehouse that were permanentiy capped in the mid- 1970's; and should be sufficient for the 
temporary capping of the areas that were covered in the late 1980's and/or are presentiy being 
covered behind Dams IC, 3A, 4 and 5A. 

F. WUfred Rael Statements About "Outiall 004". 

Issue: "EPA made an error in plane coordinates for outfall 004. . . . " Letter from 
Wilfred Rael to Ms. EUen CaldweU (EPA) (May 25, 1993). 

Comment: The outfall 004 map coordinate was corrected. Outfalls 004 and 005 are 
accurately located on the location map attached to EPA Form 2D Application for Permit to 
Discharge Process Wastewater submitted to EPA on January 20, 1993. The outfalls and method 
of measurement are described in EPA Form 2F application for Permit to Discharge Storm Water 
submitted as a group application to the American Mining Congress on September 3, 1993. A copy 
was sent, at a later date, to the EPA. 

If you should require further information, please phone me at (505) 586-0212, ext. 
3001. 

Very truly yours, 

Roger K. Ferland 

RKF:slm 
Enclosure 

cc: Timothy Thomas 
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State of New Mexico 

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 
JUDITH M. t:SPINOSA 

SJiCRLTAJtY 

RON CUKRV 
DEPUTY SHCRETA R Y 

TELEFAX 

March 2 , 1993 

F r e d 0 . Humke, P . E . 
I n d u s t r i a l P e r m i t s S e c t i o n ( 6 H - P I ) 
U . S . E n v l r o t i m e n t a l P r o t e c t i o n Agency 
1H45 Ross A v e . 
Dallas, Texaa 75202-2733 

Re; Molyoorp Preliminary Draft Permit Comments 

Dear Mr. Humke: 

Thank you for the opportunity to revieu your preliminary copy of 
the draft permit yiju are developing for Molycorp, Ine. (MMO022306) 

In general the Surface Water Quality Bureau (SWQB) is in agreement 
with the proposed draft. ^n particular the addition of tha new 
outfalls ooy & 005 regulat. ig runoff from mine drainage/stormwater 
runoff is a positive step. 

The following is a list ot our comments: 

• The State is currently developing a revision to Its 
Interim implementation guidelines that will assist EPA 
address background pollutants in regard to calculating 
i/ater quality based effluent limitations. This revision 
is being developed in response to Mr. Jack Ferguson's 
January 26, 1993 letter to Hr. Jin Piatt on this 
subject. The revision is essentially complete and 
should be sent to F:PA uithin a week. Tt is my 
understanding that baokground concentrations uere not 
factored into the screening process for this draft of 
the Molycorp permit. 

* (Note this comment is predicated upon our anticipated 
revision to the Interim implementation guidelines 
discussed above.) 

According to the Fact Sheet you have utilized only the 
Molycorp data from their samples for screening upstream 
quality (page 6 of 8 para. No. t ) . Tha NMEO has 
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The SWQff is seriously concerned about the tactic of 
utilizing loading limits (i.e., dally average limits in 
lbs/day) at outfall OOC to protect numeric water quality 
standards expressed as concentration (i.e., m g / l ) . 
While this may be appropriate for constituents which are 
not toxlo to aquatic life (e.g., molybdenum), it is not 
be the best method o f protection for those characterized 
as toxic. The biota tend to respond to extremes of 
concentrations of toxic pollutants. The effect of 
expressing the permit limitations as "average loading" 
may diminish proteotion from the threat of episodic 
biologically threatening high concentrations. High 
ooDcentrations uill not ba prohibited by restricting 
average loads because the concentration extremes can bc 
"average out." We will continue to analyze this 
permitting approach, but at the moment ue would be t a o r e 
comfortable with the direct protection of a uater 
quality standard expressed In ooncentratloR through an 
effluent limit expressed in concentration. 

As you nay know, the State is very concerned about 
mercury contamination in flsh tissue. Recently the NHED 
and the Health Department have issued fish consumption 
guidelines for many of our reservoirs due to the 
magnitude of this problem. Therefore ue reviewed the 
mercury limits with special interest. Because of this 
problem the proposed daily average load of 0.01 lbs/day 
may be uoacoeptable. Ve will revieu this special case 
as soon a.s possible and consult with you. In this case 
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and with regard to our previous comment we also note 
that if a dilution calculation is run utilizing the 
0,001 mg/l BAT mercury limit, the design flow (for 
individual or combined outfalls), a zero ambient 
upstream concentration, and the 403 of the stream, 
downstream ambient concentration uould exoeed the 0. 
ug/l water quality standard. 

the 
012 

Again I uould like to thank you for the opportunity to review your 
draft. However, this letter does not represent the State's 
certification of this permit pursuant to Section 101 of the Clean 
Water Act. If you have any questions, please contact me at (506) 
827-2827. 

Sincerely, 

Glenn E. Saums 
Health Program Manager 
Point Source Regulation Section 

Enclosure 

cc: (u/o enclosure) 
Jim Piatt, Chief NMED-SWQB 
David F. Tague, NHED-SWQB-SSS + ...; 

_ ^ 
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USOI20. 028043 URQI 20028049 
38 41 39.0 IDS 28 48.0 9 
neo RiVCR ABOVE MOLVCORPS BOUMDJinV 
31095 NEM MEXICO TAOS 
MESTERN QULF 120800 
UPPCR RIO QRANOE ABOVE THE PECOS RIVER 

STORET SyslBll 

d^out.'̂ - J (Xl-'--

: , t / f i .<^<< 

) 

INHEX 

INDEX 
MUSS 

10 
81 

13020101 
8S1217 DEPTH 

PARAMeTER 
HATER 
STREAM 

95 CNDUCTVY 
118 
300 
400 
410 
440 
930 
800 
809 
810 
823 
830 
840 
889 
880 
900 
919 
925 
990 
995 
840 
943 
948 
1000 
1002 
1009 
1007 
1010 

, 1020 
'. 1025 

INTNSVe 
DO 
PH 

T ALK 
HC03 ION 
RESIDUE 
TOTAL N 
OBO N 
NH3««H4-
TOT KJEL 
MO2(N03 
T iiama. 
PHOS-TOT 
T ORC C 
TOT HARD 
CALCIUH 
MGNSIUM 
800IUM 
PTBSItM 
CHLORIDE 
SULFATE 
SULFATE 
ARSENIC 
ARSENIC 
BARIUM 
BARIUH 
SERVLIUt 
BOROM 
CADMIUM 

' 1027 CAOHICJH 
1030 CHROMIUM 
1034 
1099 
1040 
1042 
104S 
1048 

: 1049 
1091 
105B 
1038 
1p80 
1082 
1088 
1087 
1075 
1077 
loao 
1089 
1090 
1092 
1100 
1103 
1106 
1140 
1145 
1147 
70800 
71890 
71900 
74041 
92079 

CHROMIUM 
COBALT 
COPPER 
COPPER 
IRON 
IRON 
LEAD 

LEAD 
MAHflHESE 
MANQNESE 
HOLY 

HOLY 
NICKEL 
NICKEL 
SILVER 
SILVER 
STRONTUH 
VANADIUH 
ZIHC 

ZINC 
TIN 

ALUMINUM 
ALUMINUM 
SILICON 
SELENIUM 
SELENIUH 
RESIDUE 
MERCURY 
HERCURY 

KUF 
TURBIOTV 

TEMP 
FLOW. 

AT 29C 
SURVEY 

CACOS 
HC03 

TOT NFLT 
N 
H 

It TOTAL 
N 

H-TOTAL 
NITROQEN 

C 
CAC03 
CA.DISS 
Mo.oiaa 
NA.OISS 

K.oies 
TOTAL 

S04-T0T 
S04-0ISS 
AS,DISS 
AS, TOT 
BA.OIBS 
BA.TOT 
BC.0IS3 
B.DISS 
CO.DISS 

CCTOTT 
CR,DI8S 
CR.TOT 
CO.OIBS 
CU.DISS 
CU.TOT 
PE,TOT 
PC,DISS 
PB.Dias 
PB.TOT 

MN 
MH.0J33 
MO,DISS 
MO,TOT 
NI.DISS 
NI,TOTAL 
AG,DISS 
AG.rOT 
SR.DISS 
V.OISS 
ZN.DISS 
IB,TOT 
aN,OISS 
AL,TOT 
ACDISS 
81,OISS 
se.oiss 
3E,roT 
DI8S-180 
HO.DISS 
HO,TOTAL 
SAMPLE 
LAB 

/TYPA/AMBNT/STREAM/BIO 
0 

H088 AVE 
CENir IS 6.8 

INST-CFS 
HICROHHO 1 

ID8IIT 1 
MC/L 1 
SU 1 

HQ/L 1 
MQ/L 1 
HO/L 1 
MS/L 1 
MQ/L 1 
MQ/L 1 
HO/L 1 
MO/L 1 

MO/L N 1 
MO/L P 1 
MO/L 1 
MO/lL 1 
MO/L 1 
Hfl/i 1 
MO/f. 1 
HO/L 1 
HO/L 1 
HO/L 
MO/i 1 
UC/L 
UO/L 
UO/L 
UC/L 
UO/L 
UO/L 
UO/L 
US/. 
UG/. 
UO/L 
UO/L 
UO/. 
US/L 
UO/L 
UO/L 
UO/L 
UO/L 
UQ/L 
ua/L 
UO/L 
UO/L 
UO/L 
UO/L 
UO/L 
UG/L 
ua/L 
UO/L 
UQ/L 
UQ/1 
UG/l 
UQ/L 
UU/L 
UC/L 
UC/L 
UO/L 

e Ho/t 1 
UO/L 
UO/L 
U1»DAIE0 1 

MTU 1 

1 20 
S 220 
5 910178 
9 9.2 
i 7.83 
4 51 
4 82 
9 82 
4 0.91 
4 0.142 
4 0.194 
4 0.286 
4 0.21 
< 0.37 
4 0.19S 
9 B.O 
4 133 
I 88.8 
4 9.3 
4 4.97 
4 1.71 
4 8 
4 87 
0 BT.O 
1 9 
4 7 
4 100 
4 18S 
1 100.00 
1 100 
< 1 
4 1 
4 6 
4 3 
1 90 
4 83 
4 S3 
4 S530 
4 83 
4 9 
4 24 
4 242.5 
4 200.0 
4 33 
4 10 
4 83 
3 80 
4 25.8 
4 1.0 
1 300 
1 • 100 
4 83 
4 78 
1 100 
9 2515 
4 98 
1 8400 
4 5 
4 9 
9 174 
3 0.5 
9 0.9 
9 912928 
4 34.3 

MAX 
12.0 
20 

881 
923508 
10.5 
8,10 
89 
72 

811 
O.BS 

a.4SD 
0.8S0 
0.800 
0.38 
0.52 
1.000 
B.B 
IBS 

90.0 
21.4 
7.00 
4.00 
11 
103 

109.0 
9 
12 

100 
400 

100.00 
100 

1 
I 
8 
17 
90 

100 
100 

39000 
100 
10 
80 

820.0 
380.0 

100 
10 
IOO 
80 

100.0 
1.0 
300 
100 
100 
180 
IOO 

asoo 
140 

8400 
3 
9 

246 
O.S 
0.3 

930£p4 
320.0 

- l , U l U ^ Arx 
ice 
A y 
MIN 
0.1 
20 
133 

883509 
8.0 
8.80 
18 
22 
3 

0.3B 
0.000 
0.100 
0.100 
0.04 
0.18 
0.010 
1.0 
88 

20.0 
4.0 
2.00 
1.00 

5 
48 

25.9 
5 
5 

100 
80 

100.00 
100 

1 
1 
5 
5 
50 
SO 
90 
230 
60 
9 
5 

100.0 
30.0 
10 
10 
SO 
80 
1.0 
I.D 
300 
too 
SO 
50 
IOO 
800 
SO 

8400 
5 

» 
108 
0.5 
O.S 

690201 
1.1 

,^4-^tu.l.,U 
„tfT ^ ^ 

' f l l ' l ^ 
^ ^ , 7 < - ^ ' - ' ' ' " -
BEO-DATE 
BB/03/2S 
aS/10/2S 
88/03/23 
88/03/23 
8B/03/29 
86/03/29 
88/09/19 
aa/09/13 
aa/03/Z5 
88/03/25 
88/03/29 
«a/C3/25 
88/03/25 
88/03/25 
88/03/25 
88/03/25 
86/03/25 
8S/09/13 
88/09/13 
88/09/13 
88/09/13 
88/09/13 
88/09/13 
88/09/18 
92/02/28 
•2/02/26 
68/09/13 
88/09/13 
68/09/13 
92/02/28 
92/02/28 
88/08/13 
88/09/13 
88/09/13 
68/09/13 
92/02/28 
88/09/13 
88/09/13 
88/09/18 
88/09/13 
88/09/13 
88/09/13 
68/09/13 
8S/09/13 
88/09/18 
88/09/13 
88/09/13 
88/08/19 
88/09/18 
88/09/18 
92/02/28 
92/02/28 
BB/OB/IS 
88/09/13 
92/02/28 
88/09/13 
88/08/13 
92/02/28 
88/09/13 
88/09/13 
8B/09/25 
88/09/13 
88/09/13 
68/03/25 
88/03/25 

END-DATE 
92/11/24 
8a/10/2b 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
62/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
88/10/25 
92/11/24 
82/02/28 
88/10/25 
92/02/26 
88/10/25 
92/02/26 
92/02/28 
92/02/26 
88/10/28 
92/02/26 
88/10/25 
82/02/28 
92/02/26 
88/10/26 
88/10/2* 
92/02/28 
82/02/26 
88/10/23 
86/10/23 
92/02/28 
92/02/26 
88/10/29 
92/02/26 
88/09/28 
92/02/26 
88/10/29 
92/02/26 
92/02/33 
92/02/26 
98/10/29 
92/02/28 
92/02/25 
62/02/26 
92/02/29 
92/02/26 
88/10/25 
92/11/24 
88/09/29 
92/02/26 
92/11/24 
92/11/24 
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STORET RETRIEVAL DATE 93/09/01 

/TYPA/AH BNT/STREAM/BIO 

POMcALLPARM 
URCI20.02B045 URCI20028045 

36 41 55.0 109 28 46.0 5 
RED RIVER ABOVE MOLYCORPS BOUNDARY 
85055 H H HEXICO TAOS 
WESTERN CULF 120900 
UPPER RIO GRANDE ABOVE THE PGOOS RIVER 
21N>eX SB1217 13020101 
OOOO FEET DEPTH 2490 METERS ELEVATION 
21M SOUTHERN ROCKIES 

_ _ . » . 
I N I T I A L OATE 
I N I T I A L TIME 
MEDIUM 

00010 HATER 
00011 HATER 
00061 STREAM 
00095 CNDUCTVY 
00116 IHTMSVE 
00300 DO 
00301 DO 
O0400 PN 
00410 T ALK 
00440 riCDS ION 
00930 RESIDUE 
OOSOO TOTAL H 
00609 ORQ N 
00810 ie l34NH4-
00812 u n - i o t u D 
00819 UU- iaN2D 
00823 TOT KJEL 
00630 H K t M O S 
OD840 T INORG. 
00665 PHOS-TOT 
00880 T ORQ C 
00800 TOT HARD 
00915 CALCIUM 
00925 MQNSIUM 
00330 SODIUM 
00939 PTSSIUM 
00140 CHLORIDE 
00943 SULFATE 
00948 SULFATE 
01000 Af iBBUC 
01002 ARSENIC 
01005 SARIUM 
CI007 BARIUM 
01010 BERYLIUM 
01020 BORON 

TEMP 
TEMP 
FLOW, 

AT 25C 
SURVEY 

SATUR 

0ACO3 
NC03 

TOT NFLT 
N 
N 

t i TOTAL 
NH3-N 
NH3-NH3 

N 
N-TOTAL 
NITROQEN 

C 
CA003 

CA.OISS 
MQ.DISS 
NA.DISS 

K.DISS 
TOTAL 

S04-TOT 
a o 4 - o i s s 
AS .DISS 
A S , TOT 
SA,DISS 
BA,TOT 
BE ,DISS 

B.DISS 

_. _̂_ ._ 

CENT 
FAMM 

IMST-CP8 
MICROIWO 

IDEITT 
MQ/L 

PERCENT 
SU 

MS/L 
HQ/L 
MO/L 
MQ/L 
HO[/L 
HO/L 
HQ/L 
HO/L 
MQ/L 
MQ/L 

W t / L H 
MO/L P 

H O / t 
MS/L 
MB/L 
MO/L 
H E / L 
MQ/L 
MQ/L 
MQ/L 
MO/L 
UO/L 
UQ/L 
US /L 
UG/L 
UQ/L 
u a / L 

(S«H>LE CONTINUED ON NEXT PAQE) 

S S / 0 3 / 2 S 
1721 
HATER 

9 . 0 
4 8 . 2 1 

361 
883508 

8 . 4 
7 2 . 4 9 
6 . 8 0 

» . 3 2 
. 0 0 0 
. 2 5 0 

.0003$ 

. 00039 
. 1 0 0 

. 2 7 

. 5 2 
. 0 1 8 

1 .3 

8 6 / 0 9 / 1 3 
1040 
WATER 

8 . 5 
4 7 . SS 

213 
883508 

8 . 6 
7 1 . 6 » 

. 7 . 2 5 
IS 
22 

611 
. 9 3 

. 4 9 0 

. 3 5 0 

. 0 0 1 » 

. 0 0 1 $ 

. 8 0 0 
. 1 3 
. 4 8 

1 .000 
8 . 9 
IBS 

4 0 . 0 
2 0 . 1 
6 . 0 0 
4 . 0 0 

11 
103 

12 
IOOK 
400 

.. -. 8 6 / 0 9 / 2 0 
1015 
WATER 

9 . 6 
4 2 . 4 $ 

188 
B8S5CB 

9 . 5 
7 5 . B t 
7 . 8 0 

SS 
87 
10 

. 3 8 
. 1 8 0 
. IOOK 
. 0 0 1 $ 
. O O U 
. 2 3 0 

. 1 6 

. 2 5 
. 3 1 0 
4 . 5 
188 

4 0 . 0 
2 1 . 4 
4 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 

5K 
48 

9i( 
IOOK 
10DK 

.......... 6 8 / 0 9 / 2 6 
0815 
HATER 

5 . 4 
4 1 . 7 t 

199 
S93S08 

9 . 1 
7 1 . 1 9 
7 . 5 0 

56 
88 

8 
. 3 4 

. 0 0 0 

. IOOK 
.00048 
. 0 0 0 5 8 

. IOOK 
. 2 4 
. 3 4 

. 0 1 0 
3 . 5 
170 

4 0 . 0 
7 . 3 

4 . 0 0 
1 .00 

SK 
51 

5K 
IOOK 
IOOK 

........ a a / 1 0 / 2 5 
1300 
MATER 

8 . 0 
4 2 . 6 6 

20 
287 

B83508 
9 . 3 

7 6 . 0 * 
7 . 0 0 

SB 
71 

3 

1S4 
4 2 . 0 

7 . 0 
5 . 0 0 
1 .00 

5K 
67 

5K 

6 0 

9 2 / 0 2 / 2 6 
1230 
WATER 

2 . 1 
3 5 . 8 3 

217 
928508 

1 0 . 1 
7 3 . 2 9 
8 . 0 0 

S2 
83 

6 
. 7 3 

. 230 

. 2 1 0 

. 0 0 2 * 

. 0 0 2 8 

. 4 4 0 
. 2 9 
. 5 0 

. 0 3 0 

166 
5 0 . 0 
1 0 . 0 
8 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 

8 

1 0 4 . 0 
SK 

IOOK 

100.OOK 
IOOK 

...... 9 2 / 0 3 / 2 5 
1205 
MATER 

5 . 0 
4 1 . 0 8 

242 
923508 

9 . 6 
7 5 . 0 9 
7 . 7 0 

94 
67 
20 

. 4 6 
. 0 0 0 
.100X 

. 0 0 0 6 * 

. 0 0 0 8 * 
.IOOK 

. 3 6 

. 4 6 
. 0 8 0 
S.OK 
144 

4 1 . 0 
1 0 . 0 
8 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 

7 

8 2 . 0 

•—. . 9 2 / 0 4 / 2 9 
1143 
HATER 

7 . 2 
4 5 . 0 * 

133 
923S06 

8 . 9 
7 3 . 0 * 
7 . 3 0 

42 
51 

206 
. 6 2 

. 4 0 0 

.IOOK 
. 0 0 0 5 * 
. 0 0 0 8 * 

. 500 
.12 
.22 

. 410 
S.O 

69 
2 1 . 0 

« .o 
3 . 0 0 
! 00 

' • 

2 7 . 2 

.......... 9 2 / O S / 2 7 
1215 
HATER 

8 . 5 
4 7 . 3 3 

146 
923506 

9 . 6 
8 0 . 7 * 
7 . 7 0 

52 
63 
16 

.49C 
.290C 
.IOOK 

. 0 0 0 8 * 

. 0 0 1 0 * 
. 3 8 0 

. 1 0 

. 2 W 
. 0 1 0 
S.OK 

66 
2 0 . 0 

4 . 0 
2 . 0 0 
1 .00 

5K 

2 5 . 9 

t tmut II jusuttmiiiMKi 

'i 
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STORET RETRIEVAL DATE 93/03/01 

/TYPA/AMSHT/8TREW/BI0 

(SAMPLE COMTTKUEO FROM PREVIOUS PAOE) 

PONcALLPARM 
URQ120.028045 UR8120O26045 

88 41 55.0 105 28 4«.0 3 
RED RIVER ABOVE HOLVCORPS BOUrSlARV 
88059 NEM MEXICO TAOS 
WESTERN QULF 120900 
UPPER RIO QRANDE ABOVE TNE PECOS RIVER 
21NHEX 881217 1SO2O101 
OOOO FEET DEPTH 2490 METERS ELEVATION 
21H SOUIHERM ROCKIES 

O l 

CJJ 
OJ 

m 
l—l o \ 
i> 

I-H 

O 

c 
INITIAL DATE 
INITIAL TWE 
MEDIUM 

01029 CADHIUH 
01027 
01030 
01034 
C103B 

CADHIUN 
CHROHKM 
CHROMIUM 
COBALT 

01040 COPPER 
01042 
01045 
01048 
01049 
010S1 
OlOJS 
01058 
01060 
01062 
01083 
01067 
01075 
01077 
010SO 
010S9 
01090 
01092 
01100 
01105 
01106 

COPPER 
IROU 
IRWI 
LEAD 

LEAD 
NAKQNESG 
MAHON ESE 
MOLY 

MOLY 
NICKEL 
NICKEL 
SILVER 
SILVER 
STRONTUH 
VANflOIUM 
ZINC 

ZINC 
TIM 

AUMINUN 
AUMINUM 

01140 BILIOON 
01145 SSLaaUH 
01147 SELENIUM 
46970 
70300 

CAL HARO 
RESIDUE 

71890 HERCURV 
71900 
74D41 
82079 

MERCURY 
UOF 

TUR8I0-V 

CO.DISS 
CO .TOT 
CR.0Z8B 
CR.TOT 
CO.DISS 
CU.DISS 
CU.TOT 
FE.TOT 
FE.eias 
PB.OISS 
PB.TOT 

HM 
HN.DIBS 
HO.DISS 
HO.TOT 
NI.DISS 
NI.TOTAL 
AG .DISS 
AG .TOT 
SR.DISS 
V.DISS 

ZN.DISS 
ZN.TOT 
SN.DISS 
AL.TOT 
AL.DISS 
SI.DISS 
SE.DISS 
SE.TOT 
CA MG 
0IBS-18D 
HQ.DISS 
MG,TOTAL 
SAHPLE 
CAS 

UQ/L 
UG/L 
ua/L 
UG/L 
UO/L 
UQ/L 
UO/L 
UO/L 
UO/L 
US/L 
UC/L 
UO/L 
UO/L 
UQ/L 
UO/L 
UQ/L 
UO/L 
US/L 
UO/L 
UQ/L 
UQ/L 
ua/L 
UO/L 
UO/l 
UQ/L 
UB/L 
UG/L 
UQ/L 
UO/L 
MQ/L 

C HQ/L 
UQ/L 
UO/L 

UPDATED 
NTU 

88/03/29 
1721 
HATER 

214 

690201 
9.9 

88/09/13 
1040 
WATER 

IK 
IK 
3K 
17 

SOK 
100 

3SOO0 
. SOK 
lOK 
60 

620.0 
380.0 

10K 
10 
SOK 
SOX 
l.OK 
1.0 

SOX 
ISO 

B900 
SO 

SK 
SK 

183* 
198 
.SK 
.5K 

890217 
320.0 

aa/09/20 
1015 
HATER 

IK 
IK 
8 
SK 

SOK 
SOK 

540 
SOK 
10K 
20 

100.0 
90.0 
10K 
10K 
SOK 
SOX 
l.OK 
l.OK 

SOK 
SOK 

600 
140 

SK 
5K 

1881 
144 
.SK 
.5K 

890217 
3.0 

88/09/26 
0915 
HATER 

IK 
IK 
SK 
SK 

SOK 
SOK 
350 
. SOU 
10X 
10K 

100.0 
110.0 

10K 
lOK 
SOK 
SOK 
t.OK 
l.OK 

SOK 
SOK 

TOC 
100 

SK 
SK 

130* 
150 
.5K 
.SK 

890217 
4.5 

88/10/25 
1300 
MATSR 

IK 

SK 

SOK 
230 

SK 
150.0 

10K 

l.OK 

SOK 

1079 

SK 
134* 
174 

.SK 
690217 

92/02/26 
1230 
WATER 

IK 

5K 

SOK 
IOOK 

IOOK 
SX 

240.0 
IOOK 

IOOK 

100.OK 

300 
IOOK 
IOOK 

IOOK 
1300 
IOOK 

6400 
5K 

166* 
232 

.SK 
630204 

3.6 

82/03/29 
120S 
HATER 

144* 
230 

920609 
13.5 

92/04/29 
1143 
WATER 

66* 
108 

920707 
87.0 

92/o9/i? 
1215 
NATER 

66* 
11B 

920825 
13.0 

-< 

"~itiiiri " T ^ ' f c i iMIi intl I II ,4l ir l l l l lTi ' 'i#iiiilh 

\ 
00 

'•'- i i i in tiin-11I-tun 

\ 



•̂ .-

2 
! • 

AJ 

>Xl 
OJ 

STORET RETRIEVAL DATE 93/03/01 

/TYPA/AHBNT/STREAM/BIO 

POM^ALLPARH 
URQt20.028043 UR012OO26049 

36 41 35.0 109 28 46.0 5 
RED RIVER ABOVE HOLVCORPS BOUNDARY 
350J3 HEM MEXICO TAOS 
WESTERN QULF 120900 
UPPER RIO eiANDE ABOVE TNE PEOOS RIVER 
ZlWeX 661217 13020101 
0600 FEET DEPTH 2490 IffiTERS ELEVATION 
2IH SOUTHERTI ROCKIES 

Ol 

OJ 

n 
I-H o \ 

I K I T I A L P^TC 
I N I T I A L H U E 
MEOIUU 

00010 
OODll 
0O096 
00116 
00300 
00301 
00400 
00410 
004 4C 
00530 
OOSOO 
00609 
00910 
00612 
00519 
0062S 
00630 
00640 
00666 
00680 
00900 
0O913 
00925 
90930 
00993 

WATER 
HATER 

CNDUCTVY 
INTNSVE 

DO 
OO 
PH 

T ALK 
H:O3 ION 
RESIDUE 
TOIAL It 
ata N 

Nh3*NH4-
UN-IOHZD 
UN-IONZD 
TOT KJEL 
n02BN03 
T INORQ. 
PHOS-TOT 
T ORO C 
TOT HUtD 
CALCIUM 
HGHSIUM 

SOOIUH 
PTSSIUH 

00849 CHLORIDE 
00946 
46J70 
70309 
74041 
82079 

T H A I ' S 

SULFATE 
CAL HARD 
RESIDUE 

WQF 
TURBIDTY 

^LL FOLKS 

TEMP 
TEHP 

AT 25e 
SURVEY 

SATUR 

CAC03 
HCOS 

TOT HFLT 
H 
H 

N TOTAL 
M<3-ti 
NH3-NH3 

N 
N-TOTAL 
NnROGEN 

C 
CACOB 

CA.DISS 
NC.OISS 
NA.DISS 

K.oias 
TOTAL 

8 0 4 - D I S S 
CA MQ 

D I 6 S - 1 6 0 
SAHPLE 

LAB 

CEHT 
FAHN 

MICROMHO 
IDENT 
HQ/L 

PERCENT 
SU 

MO/L 
HS/L 
HQ/L 
HO/L 
MO/L 
HG/L 
MO/L 
MB/L 
MQ/L 
MO/L 

HQ/L N 
UQ/L P 

HC/L 
MO/L 
HQ/L 
MQ/ l 
MQ/L 
HO/L 
MO/L 
MO/L 
MO/L 

C MO/L 
IffVATED 

HTU 

S 2 / 0 S / 3 0 
1205 
HATER 

1 1 . 0 
5 1 . 8 * 

164 
923S06 

6 . 4 
7 5 . 7 * 
7 . 7 0 

45 
55 

7 
.33C 

.nooc 

.IOOK 
. 0 0 1 0 * 

. 0 0 1 * 

. IOOK 
. 2 1 
.33C 

. 0 2 0 
1 .0 

B6 
2 6 . 0 

5 . 0 
3 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 

5K 
3 4 . 2 

6 8 * 
118 

920808 
4 . 1 

9 2 / 0 7 / 2 8 
1200 
WATER 

1 2 . 0 
5 3 . 6 * 

227 
929506 

6 . 6 
7 8 . 7 * 
6 . 1 0 

54 
65 

6 
.•4SC 

.ZBOC 

. 1 5 0 
. 0 0 4 * 
. 0 0 3 * 
. 4 1 0 

.04K 

. 1 9 0 
. 0 2 0 

1 .0 
114 

3 4 . 0 
T .O 

4 . 0 0 
1 .00 

5K 
6 3 . 4 

1149 
146 

921029 
3 . 6 

9 2 / 0 8 / 2 8 
1145 
HATER 

1 2 . 0 
5 3 . 6 * 

204 
923506 

6 . 0 
7 4 . 1 * 
8 . 1 0 

59 
72 

9 
.67C 

.210C 

. 2 7 0 

. 0 0 7 * 

. 0 0 9 * 

. 4 8 0 
. 1 9 
. 4 8 0 

. 0 1 0 
1 . 0 
121 

3 7 . 0 
7 . 0 

4 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 

5K 
S I . 8 

1 2 1 * 
14S 

921104 
5 . 5 

9 2 / 0 9 / 3 0 
1015 
HATER 

6 . 3 
4 1 . 5 * 

265 
923506 

9 . 6 
7 5 . 0 * 
7 . 6 0 

S9 
70 

8 
;ssc 

.OOOC 

. IOOK 
. 0 0 0 5 * 
. 0 0 0 8 * 

.IOOK 
. 2 5 
.35C 

. 0 1 0 
1 .0 
139 

41 .C 
B.O 

3 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 

9K 
8 1 . e 

1 3 5 * 
190 

921203 
4 . 0 

9 2 / 1 0 / 2 8 
0909 
NATER 

3 . 9 
3 9 . 0 * 

2S5 
923906 

9 . 7 
7 4 . 0 * 
7 . 3 0 

55 
67 

6 
.33C 

.OOOC 

.IOOK 
. 0 0 0 2 * 
. 0 0 0 3 * 

. IOOK 
. 2 3 
.S3C 

. 0 1 0 
1 .0 
134 

3 9 . 0 
9 . 0 

5 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 

SK 
9 0 . 9 

1 3 4 * 
196 

930112 
1.1 

9 2 / 1 1 / 2 4 
1135 
WATER 

. 1 
3 2 . 2 * 

265 
623906 

1 0 . 3 
7 1 . 9 * 
7 . 5 0 

51 
62 

8 
:5TC 

.020C 

. 1 3 0 
. 0 0 0 3 * 
. 0 0 0 4 * 

. I S O 
. 3 6 
.49C 

. 0 2 0 
1 .0 
146 

4 2 . 0 
1 0 . 0 
7 . 0 0 
2 . 0 0 

5 
1 0 9 . 0 

1 4 6 * 
248 

930125 
S.S 

• **«»4****«**««4*»*44««****4**«» BOTTOM OF DATA «*f**v*rB«*«4^«44444*v«*4*4»««t«*«***«**««»«s*»*v*»**4**a^»*4*«*4'»«***4**«*9*»4«4*«» 

00 \ 
CD 

i II H .11 II Ml ^Utiirfl 



; ; 

;/<^/^V-) / ^ / 9 f 7 ^ / l ^ ^ -̂FROMi 

Molycorp. Inc. 

Questa Division 
P.O. Box, 469 
Questa. New Moxico 87556 
Telephone: (S0S)^B6-O212 7 ^ / ' . 
Facslffi±lo<505)386-0811 (ver i fy; ^ t t S ) 

f 

MOLYCORP 
DATE; • -O. f S P . TI^IE : // i 

NO. OF PAGES: 

I ROOM NOi, 

i : : PHONE EXT. NO J, 

ijFACIMILE No; ' ^ / V - < -̂S^ '̂ O V ' ^ O 
m 

. # 

Pfv; 

J : ^ ^ ; r ' . -

I%,\ J..-" - h . . . ; - - n i ^ : ^ 



MOLVCORP NM 

wfnra 

2 . 8 . 1993 1 0 : 3 3 P. 2 

/ - • 

' Molycorp, Inc. 

Questa Division 
P.O. Box 469 
Ouesta, New Mexico 87556 
Telephone (50.S) 586-0212 

uni®n 
MOLVCORP 

Februstxy 8, 1993 

TO 

PROM 

Prod HUmke 

Pred Martinez 

As per your request, below aro the analytical resxilte for 
Outfall 004 and Outfall 005. These parameters were not 
included in our recently submitted form 2 D, application to 
discharge process waste water. Should you ttave any (juestions 
with this information, please feel frt»e to call me at 505-C>86 
7635. 

St.. V 

Outfall 004 
Total Silver 0.002 mg/l 

Total Arseni<j 0.005 mg/l 

Total Boron "g/l 

Total Berylium ^/l 

Total Cobalt mg/l 

/v'i ,'/y 
Total Chtomiyltn 0l92'^ mg/l 

Total Nicke/yOf034 mg/l 

•:.:'tal Seler^ufi <.005 mg/l 

Total Vanadium 0.035 mg/l 

Outfall 005 
0.003 aig/1 

< 005 nig/1 

-.10 mg/l 

^.006 mg/l 

0.049 niy/1 

0.125 mg/l 

0.114 mg/l 

<.005 mg/l 

0.131 mg/l 

i r 

/ ^ 
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Ms. Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Branch (6W-PS) 
U.S. EPA 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
Fax No. 214-655-6490 

VIA FAX 

Dear Ms. Caldwell: 

I am writing on behalf of Concerned Citizens del Norte to 
comment on the proposed NPDES permit for Molycorp, Inc., 
No. NM0022306. Concerned Citizens del Norte is a 
grassroots group based in Questa, New Mexico, which has 
worked for many years on environmental problems caused by 
the nearby Molycorp mine and tailings facility. Thank you 
for extending our comment deadline to May 25. 

COMMENTS REGARDING MINE DRAINAGE/STORMWATER RUNOFF ' 

Most of our comments relate to the new outfalls 004 and 
005, which are authorized to discharge "periodic mine 
drainage, including collected stormwater." We understand 
that Outfall 004 is to be located between the mine and mill 
site and the town of Questa (apparently in Goat Hill Gulch 
just above the river), while Outfall 005 is to be located 
at the mill site. Our comments are as follows: 

Dailv average loading limits. Discharges from outfalls 004 
and 005 are subject to certain loading limits as part of 
Sum2, which aggregates the discharges from all four 
outfalls. These limits are expressed as daily averages. 
The use of a daily average limit appears inappropriate for 
Outfalls 004 and 005, since these points will primarily 
discharge stormwater and therefore will discharge at most 
a few days a month. By imposing only daily average limits, 
the permit would tend to allow highly toxic episodic 
discharges in otherwise dry months. Discharges from 
Outfalls 004 and 005 should also be subject to daily 
maximum loading limits. 

Biomonitoring requirements. The permit requires Whole 
Effluent Toxicity Testing, but the specified test 
procedures do not seem to allow an accurate assessment of 

2260 Baselir^e Road • Suite 200 • Boulder, Coloi^do 80302 • (303) 444-1188 • FAX (303) 786-8054 
100% RecyctBd UntMeached Paper 
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the toxicity of the effluent from Outfalls 004 and 005. Pirst, the 
procedures call for a composite sample of effluent from all four 
outfalls. Such a composite sample is inappropriate, as several 
river miles separate Outfalls 004 and 005 from each other and from 
Outfalls 001 and 002. Moreover, while the permit language is hot 
entirely clear on this point, it appears to allow the composite 
samples to be collected on days when Outfalls 004 and 005 are not 
discharging at all. The permit should require biomonitoring 
testing for individual samples of effluent from Outfalls 004 and 
005. 

Sum2 loading limitations. The permit contains no Sum2 loading 
limitations for certain metals which are the subject of 
concentration-based limits or Suml loading limits, such as copper, 
zinc, molybdenum and manganese. Past studies of the Red River have 
shown many of these metals to pose problems for the river's water 
guality and natural communities. The absence of such Sum2 limits 
reduces the permit's effectiveness in meeting the goals of the 
Clean Water Act and protecting the Red River. 

Compliance deadline/reooener clause. The permit requires Molycorp 
only to report its Sum2 loadings until June 30, 1996. It is not 
clear why Molycorp is given three years to come into compliance 
with the final Sum2 limitations; we would support a shorter 
deadline. In addition, we believe the permit should contain a 
reopener clause providing for revision of the Sura2 limits based on 
Molycorp's monitoring report. Such a reopener clause seems 
particularly appropriate in this permit, since the existing data on 
Outfalls 004 and 005 appear to be scant. 

COMMENTS REGARDING OUTFALLS 001 AND 002 

Loading limits inflated by Outfall 001 flow. Except for 
molybdenum, the permit's daily average loading limitations for Suml 
"are calculated and limited at OOC [?] based on the daily average 
concentration and a daily average flow of 4.726 MGD." Thus, the 
permit assumes an average discharge from Outfall 001 of 4.29 MGD. 
In fact, Outfall ooi is unlikely to discharge at all during the 
life of this permit. It discharged only a few days over the past 
five years, and the mine was operating during most of that time. 
Now the mine is closed and is not expected to reopen soon, if ever. 
Thus, to base loading limits on an average Outfall 001 discharge of 
4.29 MGD renders those limits largely meaningless. These inflated 
limits are especially troublesome with respect to manganese, for 
which the permit does not specify a concentration-based limit at 
Outfall 002. 

Cadmium limit. The Suml loading limit for total cadmium, expressed 
as a daily average, is 2.00 pounds per day. The corresponding Sum2 
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limit is 1.10 pounds per day. This must be a mistake. The Sumi 
limit should be 1.10 pounds per day. 

COMMENTS REGARDING ISSUES NOT ADDRESSED IN THE PROPOSED PERMIT 

The permit does not address three potential sources of pollution to 
the Red River. None are typical point source discharges to surface 
water; rather, they involve the pollution of underground water 
sources which are, or may be, tributary to the Red River. 
Relevant case law indicates that these may be "point sources" 
subject to regulation under the NPDES program. These sources may 
pose greater problems and risks for surface water quality than for 
ground water. 

Existing seeps below the mine. The Red River is constantly 
polluted by one or more springs or seeps on its north bank just 
below the Molycorp mine. The condition of the river, particularly 
the streambottom, worsens visibly in this area and stays bad for 
several miles; the seeps appear to be a major contributor to the 
degradation of the river. If, as seems likely, the water issuing 
from these seeps is draining from the Molycorp mine and spoils 
piles, then these seeps should be regulated under the NPDES 
program. 

Filling of the deep underground workings. Molycorp has written in 
an August 10, 1992 letter to New Mexico Environment Secretary 
Judith Espinosa, that much of the water from the open pit and the 
spoils piles drains into the mine's upper underground workings. 
From there, the water drops through a "vertical drill hole" down to 
the deep underground workings which lie below the level of the 
river at that point. Molycorp has stated that if the water ever 
spills out from the underground workings it will be dealt with in 
accordance with the company's NPDES permit. This scenario raises 
two questions. First, does the proposed permit adequately address 
this possibility? Second, has EPA considered that the underground 
workings and the Red River may be hydrologically connected, and 
therefore that water from the underground workings could affect the 
river without reaching the surface? 

Uncaptured tailings seepage. Over the years, seepage from the 
Molycorp tailings facility has contained high levels of solids and 
sulfates and varying levels of metals. A 1989 Report by Molycorp 
consultant Vail Engineering notes that a significant part of the 
Molycorp tailings seepage is not being collected by the existing 
system leading to Outfall 002. The same report also notes that the 
seepage appears to be affecting springs near the River. Thus, EPA 
should address the problem of uncollected seepage through this 
permit because of the possible affects of such seepage of surface 
water. 
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Thank you for considering these comments. 

Best regards. 

ieed D. Benson 
Staff attorney 
Land and Water Fund of the Rockies 

Attorneys for 
Concerned Citizens del Norte 
PO Box 1179 
Questa, NM 87556 
(505)586-1730 

P.S. Along with these comments I am transmitting two additional 
sets of comments, one from Concerned Citizens del Norte themselves 
and one from Antonio Trujillo, a member of both Concerned Citizens 
del Norte and Amigos Bravos, a river protection group based in 
Taos. 

f^.^f 
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Ms. S l len C&ldwell 
PexnitB Branch ($fr-?S) .;"- w. 
U.8.2PA 
1445 RoBfl Avenue 
DfllUa, TX 75202 
Esti iuda MB. RoaB, 

PIe«»« accept these connnerits on behalf of tbe Concerned C i t i z e n s Del Soz'to 
oa the proposed KPDES petnjlt for Wolycorp, i n c . , NQ. NMa02230$. Coheevsed 
Cl t l eens Del 19orte l a a coBBamlty-beefed e rgan lea t lon t h a t has been nonlrorinft 
the fiuvlronaental degradation ceuaed r.l>y-. the unregulated minlxtg pre:ct ices of 
I(bly6orp for the pas t 20 ^eara . 

Whll« the f a c t t h a t Itolycorp I B f i n a l l y be ing requi red t o apply for an NPDES 
penni t on i t s dlecharged i s a p o s i t i v e a t e p , the cur ren t permit app l i ca t i on ,. 
does not covet a l l auxface and groundwater discharges t ha t we, aa'meniberB of -
the Affected coasmnlty know e x i s t . The Red. River r i g h t a t and be lop the 
mine a t t e i a b io log l t r s l ly dead, we know t h i s t o be caused by seeps f ron the 
n ine and a l l the s l ag t a i l i n g e . The nine has pu l led I t s underground piiapa ,-, 
«nd i s allowing i t s uaderground workings to f lood, ve Kaov t h a t in time t h l a ;.' 
w i l l aeep in to the Red River and because of the paae mining ekpl««lona 
causing f r ac tu r e s w i l l a l s o contaminate Cabresto Cred; our only reiiiaijn|n>S 
clean v a t e r scurce . Tbe above two concernv are not addressed In the. p e n a i t 
a p p l i c a t i o n . 
Anotber nujor concexn l e che seepage fromthe mines c a l l i n g s dump. Arecenc 
court dec i s ion and actnleffietit found the minei t a i l i n g s r e spons ib le for 
con t sn ina t ing groundwater benaath and around the dmnps. Ve can show you wbere 
chere lssnr faee runoff flowing from the t a i l i n g s dump d i r e c t l y in<>t the Red 
River and acequlae, our i r r i g a t i o n system. Again, n o l t h e r of cLa above 
concerns a r e addressed in the pena i t a p p l i c a t i o n , 

Wbat tha permit app l i ca t i on does cover i s coca l ly unacceptable . I t i s 
incuabent for the BPA t o measure the discharges by Molycorp accu ra t e ly 
and eff f ic t lvely . By us ing the "da l ly average loading l i m i t s " , you would be •• 
condoning inappropr ia te e r a su re s and sys temat ic undercouivting of contaainants> 
High l e i e l a of contaminants a re dlscbaxged in storm runoff and no t on a d a l l y 
basl£ but by averaging on a da i ly b a s i s t h i s vould br ing doun the Levels 
re leased which we know t o bo exceselve during runoff. On tbe use of Hhole 
Effltient t e s t i n g , the use of eoinpcsite S'-uoples froic Ou t f a l l s mliies f roa 
each other w i l l r e s u l t In d i l u t ed f indings and er^ again , i napp rop r i a t e . 
Ke reques t bloaioni tor iag t e s t i n g for ind iv idua l eamples fron each O u t f a l l . 
Ke a l so reques t t h a t the f i n a l permit r equ i r e loading 1 i n i t s for a l l the metalc 
such as s i n e , oanganeee* moly, lead , copper, e t c . , t ha t a r e fcnonn to be dischsz 

He v<7uld apprec ia t e a response to tbe above concerns end pleqae appr i se us of t 
scheduling of tho publ ic h e a r i n g s . 

A t t e n t i v e l y , 

sora&eri/Ba citisEeno' Del More* 
P.O. .Sex 1179 
Oueiea, NK 87356 

Plione 50S/SB6-1730/fax 586-IZ42 

MftY-24-1993 l i : 3 B i n . noi ^ P.01 
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From : AMI COS BRAUOS C505) 758-3874 P01 

RECEIVED r, 
v-M ER MAHAGEHEia (pCO-p 

93 HAY 26 AF. l*-08 
At i lGOS BRAVOS. Box 236. TOPS. NM 67571 ^ i 

JEA?̂  TRANgfllTTAL ^^^ 
I ^ H$. etJ-evJ CAn-;V)O^^L Fax*. ^ l ^ - G 5 S ' - f e ^ n Q 

From: \ p T ^ r V - 4 0 ' \ . J > . Fax*: (505) 756-5874 

We only have one l ine f o r bo th phone and fax so when 
re tu rn ing fax please cal l f i r s t . 
Number of pages Including cover sheet: \ 

Dear Ms. Ellen Caldwell: 

It has come to our ettentlon todoy thet Molycorp has mede an application 
for NPDES permits ot two new outfalls at their Goat Hill millsite. We 
were elso Informed that today is the deadline for comments. 

Amigos Bravos has been In communication with EPA over the past five 
years concerning the Molycorp mine pollution of the Red River. So it came 
es e surprise thet we had not been informed by EPA of this latest 
development. Amigos Bravos would like to study end submit comments on / 
this permit epplication. We ere requesting a copy of the NPDES draft 3^4v" 
permit and for an opportunitLf to offer our insights. 

Amigos Bravos is aware of the complexity of the Issues involved and the 
need for the public to be fully Informed of the stipulations and 
implications of the permit. We therefore ask, on behalf of our 600 
members, that a public hearing be held In Questa on this NPDES permit. 

Thank you for taking these two requests Into consideration. Also, please 
make sure that we ere Included in whatever moiling list you heve of 
organizations requesting to be kept informed of Molycorp actions. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Shields 
Projects Director 

^ • ^ ? 

J " 



V x 
FROM PHONE NO. P01 

A. Wilfred Rael 
P.O. Box 603 

Quest^ft-i—Hew Mexico 87556 

Ms. Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Branch (6w-PS) 
U.S Environmental Protection Atcency 
Dallast Texas 75202-2733 

Re: NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 / 

RECEiVED 
IVATER MAHAGEMEfiT 

9 3 MAY 2 6 AH 7 = 0 9 L 

Dear Ms. Caldwel1; 
Enclosed please find a copy of the Comments 1 am sending 

in the mail that will be postmarked today. As I mentioned 
before when I requested an extension of time for romments* 
there are several other people that have sent r.nmments under 
the same extension of time I requested thfty are as follows! 

Roberto Vig'il - Questat New Mexico 
Linda Rael-Vigil - Questa, New Mexico 
Penelope Rapl - Questa, New Mexico 
Amigos Bravos - Tnns, New Mexico 
Water Information Network - Albuquerque, New Mexico 

Their comments will also be pn.stmarked today. 

Ms. Caldwell, we appreciate your patience in grantinfir our 
request and we look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 

r 

4d4J^A.^ 
A.Wilfred Rael 



™ " " PHONE NO. ; pg^ 

This permit requires. MolyCorp only to report its SumZ 
loadings until June 30, ld96, it doee not require compIiMncCt 
Compliance should be required immediately. 

Ms. Caldwell, we are confident that EPA will own up to 
it's responsibilities in protecliiig the Red River and the Rio 
Grande (wild and Scenic Rivers as dcsig'naled hy Contfi-ess) 
from MolyCorp's discharges. The future of our children And 
our community is at stake here and we are depcndinQ: on you for 
our protection. 

On the basis of the above issues raised, I request a 
public hearing on MolyCorp's NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 
Applicatlon. 

Respectfully Submitted 

^ ^ J H ^ 
A. Wilfred Rael 



f̂ ROM ;• * PHONE NO. P02 

A W i l f r e d R a e l 
P.O. Box 603 

Questa, New Mexico 87556 

May 25, 1993 

Re: Application to Discharge to Waters of the United States 
NPDE.S Permit Ko. NM0022306 
Draft Permit 

Ms. Ellen Caldwel1 
Permits Branch (6W- PS) 
U.S Environmentn1 Protertion Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 
(214) 655-7513 

Dear Ms. CaldwelI; 

We appreciate your extending the time limit for 
submitting out comments till May 25, 1993. Thank you. 

I have lived in Questa, New Mexico, in an area along the 
north bank of the Red River all my life. Currently, I own 
land and use waters from the Red River for irrigation. I was 
15 years old when Moly Corp went from a small underground 
operation to an open pit mine in 1965. I witnessed many of 
the spills that occurred after the expansion began. I saw the 
Red River go from a beautiful mountain stream, full nf life, 
lu a polluted. dead river. The water looks like it's 
discharged from a washing machine (Blue). According lo many 
studies that have been performed by State and Federal 
Agencies, at least 8 miles of the Red River from MolyCorp to 
Lama Canyon is essentially a biologically dead reach. This 
dead -.tone of the Red River is due in greatest mea.sure to 
continual metal loading from "steady state" seeps issuing from 
a number of locations along a G mile aection of the middle 
reach beginning below the MolyCorp mill and persisting until 
about the Quesia Ranger District. The mine claims thai the 
goelhermal scars on the mountain along the river are to blame 
fvF wha* hao happened tn thp rivpr, thJS is « joke! I 
strongly feel Ihal the »i»t ia to blamo and thoy are iisint niir 
olatc and fcdoru.1 nsancios i n gpt away with murder. If you 
were in my situation 1 am sure that you would feel the same 
way* If you studied the records and you investigated the 
problem further you would probably alf?o dj-aw the same 
conclusion. 

MolyCorp Inc. is currently applying for permits for two 
new outfalls 004 and 005, EPA made an error in plane 
coorainaies /or î iuiPall 004 a-•-•'.« » p"iw* "" thr. Din Hrundf^. 
There was also no description of these discharge points which 
made it very difficult to make an assessment of these permit 
application. It is good that EPA has reclassified use of the ^ 
river to non-industrial use.^__ -^^—:— -1-,.. .' i y ^ i ' - . " - \ ' ~' -̂ '--̂  •: ' :•::. ' ' . .r '-i 1 0 

^ > # 



potential danger in the filling of the 
because these polluted waters 

of 
effectiveness in 
protecting the Red River. 

Draft permit provides for insufficient monitoring, 
from outfalls OOi and 002, there should be daily 

cffluenie: that have concent rat .i on for I i mi t s . 
be 
on 

di scharges 
moni toring 
Otherwise, 
accounted 
problem. 

Draft 
allows too much dilution o. „, . 
36% should be used for roost tests. The permit should requirp 
biomonitoring testing for individual samples of effluent from 

outfalls. Composite sampling should not be dune hp.oan.se 

I or crriueniE! tnat nave concent raT .1 on iimii 
episodic large releases of pollutants will nnt 

for, this compounds outfall OOl's overestimati 

permit whole effluent toxicity te.sting generally 
>f mixture for t e s t i n g f a mixture of 

all 
there is a large distance between the outfalls. 

f ) A^/ l 

http://hp.oan.se


Thie permit requires MolyCorp only to report its Sum?, 
loadings until June 30, 1996, it does not require complianre. 
Compliance should be required immediately. 

Me. Caldwell, we are confident that EPA will own up to 
it s responsibilities in protecting the Red River and the Rio 
Grande (Wild and Scenic Rivers as designated by Congre.-cs) 
from MolyCorp's discharges. The future of our children and 
our community is at stake here and we are depending on you fnr 
our protection. 

On the basis of the above issues raised, I request a 
public hearing on MolyCorp's NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 
Appli cat i on. 

Respectfully Submitted. 

A. Wilfred Rael 



NM^Z306, 

State of New Mexico ^ 7. X^X-^ 

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 
JUDITH M. ESPINOSA 

SECRETARY 

RON CURRY 
DEPUTY SECRET A RY 

BRUCE KING 
GOVERNOR 

May 1 4 , 1993 
Certified Mai 1 Return Receipt Requested 

and TELEFAX 

MAY 1 8 1993 
Mr. Fred 0. Humke, P.E. 
Industrial Permits Section (6W-PI) 
U.S. Environmentai Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Ave. r-iAi «-%*-fc 

Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 OW'PS 

Re: State Certification of NPDES Permits: NM0020435 - Chino Mines: 
NM0022306 - Molycorp; NM0028100 - Rio Grande Resources; NM00281D9 -
Uranium King Corp. 

Dear Mr. Humke: 

This letter is to confirm our telephone conversation earlie. today. The 
referenced proposed NPDES permits have been submitted to tne State for 
certification. The public notice states that the certification and 
comments are due to EPA prior to May 17, 1993. At this point the NMED has 
substantially completed the certifications for NM0020435, NM0028100, and 
NM0028169. However due to illness of Mr. Jim Piatt, Chief of the NMED 
Surface Water Quality Bureau, who is the person authorized to sign 
certifications, we are unable to provide these certifications to you 
before the 17th. Because Mr. Vickery (Section Chief of the Industrial 
Permits Section was unavailable, as was Ellen Caldwell of the EPA Permits 
Issuance Section) when I called, you authorized an extension to close of 
business on Monday May 17, 1993 for the three aforementioned permits. 

In regard to the Molycorp permit, due to staff time spent preparing the 
above other certifications and other commitments, that certification is 
not yet ready. Due to scheduled commitments next week we will probably 
not be able to submit, the Molycorp certification until late the week of 
May 24, 1993. Therefore, you authorized an extension for the submittal 
cf the Molycorp certification until close of business May 28, 1993. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. I would like to assure 
you that the completion of the State certifications for all these permits 
is a high priority for this office. We will endeavor to get the Molycorp 
certification to you sooner than the deadline if at all possible. 

Sincere!y, 

Glenn E. Saums 
Health Program Manager 
Point Source Regulation Section 

cc: Ellen Caldwell USEPA (6W-PS) 
Nu.MuU. I I I I 

^ D R U G F R E E : = : 

i 
Harold Runnels Building • 1190 St. Francis Drive • P.O. Box 26110 • Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502 

(5051 827-2850 FAX I'in^'i ft'>i.-><itf. 
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^^<^t°^4;j, UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

^ C ^ TJ REGION 6 
1 ^ ^ M ^ I 1445 ROSS AVENUE 
i .̂ AlA^ / DALLAS, TEXAS 75202-2733 
Q 

^ -O. ''tPfMJtt^ 

APR 1 e 1993 

CERTIFIED MAIL: RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED (P 176 167 379) 

REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

Mr. David R. Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 
Molycorp, Inc. 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

Re: Application to Discharge to Waters of the United States 
NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 
Draft Permit 

Dear Mr. Shoemaker: 

Enclosed is the public notice, fact sheet, and a copy of the 
permit which this Agency has drafted under the authority of the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System. Please submit 
any written comments you may have to Ms. Ellen Caldwell (6W-PS) 
as stated in the enclosed public notice. A copy of the final 
permit will be mailed to you when the Agency has made a final 
permit decision. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact the 
Permits Branch at the above address or telephone Fred Humke at 
(214) 655-7503. 

Sincerely yours. 

Jack V. Ferguson 
Chief 
Permits Branch (6W-P) 

Enclosures 

cc w/permit copy: 

New Mexico Environment Department 
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bcc : Humke (6W-PI) 
Reading F i l e (6W-PS) 
Reading F i l e (6W-P) 

CODE: 

NAME: 

DATE: 
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OFFICIAL PILE COPV 

6W 
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AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE TO WATERS OF THE UNITEO STATES, 
NPDES PERMIT NO. NMQ022306 

The applicant's mailing address is: 

Molycorp, Inc. 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

The principal discharges from this existing source are made into the Red River 
in Segment No. 2-119 of the Rio Grande Basin, a water of the United States 
classified for secondary contact recreation, fish culture, coldwater fishery, 
irrigation, and livestock and wildlife watering. The discharger is located in 
Taos County, New Mexico. Under the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) 
Code(s) 1061, the applicant currently conducts mining and milling operations 
producing molybdenum disulfide concentrations. 

There are substantial changes from the draft reissued permit publicly noticed 
on April 17, 1993. The significant changes are: 

1. For Outfalls 004 and 005, periodic mine drainage consists of 
collected stormwater only. 

2. Individual biomonitoring is required for Outfalls 001, 002, 004 and 
005. 

3. SUM2 mass limitations are revised. 

4. Chemical oxygen demand (COD) limits of 125 mg/l are applied at 
Outfalls 004 and 005. 

5. Flow monitoring at Outfalls 004 and 005 is changed to "measure" via 
calibrated weir. 
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State of New Mexico 

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 

BRUCE KING 
GOVERNOR 

f0JLr\ 

JUDITH M. ESPINOSA 
SECRETARY 

RON CURRY / v x 
DEPUTY SECRETARY V ^ 

I RSCEIVEO 

[* 
' 1 

4199:3 

6W-EA 
J 

TELEFAX and 
Certified Mail (P 757 742 984) 

May 27, 1993 

Mr. Myron O. Knudson, P.E. 
Director 
Water Management Division (6W) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Ave. 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Re: State Certification of NPDES Permit NM0022306 - Molycorp, Inc. 

Dear Mr. Knudson: 

Enclosed please find the conditional 
following National Pollutant Discharge 

Molycorp, Inc. NPDES permi 

fi cat ion of the 
h System permit: 

We would like to note that we believe that the permit revisions 
contained in the EPA permit proposal, especially the controls at 
the two new outfalls 004 and 005, are very positive steps in 
protecting the Red River. 

I appreciate the EPA's extension of the deadline to provide this 
certification to May 28, 1993. The comments and conditions are 
enclosed on separate sheets. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Piatt 
Chief 
Surface Water Quality Bureau 

cc: 
David Shoemaker, Molycorp, Inc. (Certified Mail P 757 742 985) 
Wilfred Rael, Concerned Citizens del Norte 
Reed Benson, Land & Water Fund of the Rockies 
Courte Voorhees, NMED District II 
Ken McCallum, NMED Taos Field Office 
Ellen Caldwell, USEPA (6W-PS) 

NtmHaU. I I I I 

= = : D R U G F R E E : = = 
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JUN 1 5 1993 

6W-PS 
Harold Runnels Building • 1190 St. Francis Drive • P.O. Box 26110 • Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502 

(505) 827-2850 FAX (505) 827-2836 



Mr. Joe D. Winkle, Acting Regional Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

Date: Hay 27, 1993 

STATE CERTIFICATION 

RE: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No. NM0022306 

Dear Mr. Winkle: 

The New Mexico Environment Oepartment has examined the proposed NPDES permit NM0022306 
above. The following conditions are necessary to assure compliance with the 
applicable provisions of the Clean Water Act Sections 208(e), 301, 302, 303, 306, and 
307 and with appropriate requirements of State law. Compliance with the terms and 
conditions of the permit and this certification will provide reasonable assurance that 
the permitted activities will be conducted in a manner which will not violate 
applicable water quality standards and water quality management plan. 

The State of New Mexico 

(X) Includes the following more stringent conditions and citation to the 
State or Federal requirements upon which those conditions are based (see 
attachments). 

( ) certifies that the discharge will comply with the applicable provisions 
of Section 208(e), 301, 302, 303, 306 and 307 of the Clean Water Act and 
with appropriate requirements of State law. 

( ) waives its right to certify 

( ) denies certification for the reasons stated in the attachment 

In order to meet the requirements of State law, Including water quality standards and 
appropriate basin plan as may be amended by the water quality management plan, each 
of the conditions cited in the draft permit and the State certification shall not be 
made less stringent. 

The Department reserves the right to amend or revoke this certification 1s such action 
Is necessary to ensure compliance with the State's water quality standards and water 
quality management plan. 

Please contact Glenn Saums, (505) 827-2827, if you have any questions concerning this 
certification. Coiranents pertaining to this draft permit are included on a separate 
page. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Piatt 
Bureau Chief 
Surface Water Quality Bureau 



state Certification 
Molycorp, Inc. 

NPDES No. NM0022306 
May 27, 1993 

Conditions of State Certification 

1. Note: this item is presented as both a condition of 
certification and a comment. The result of this item is that some 
water quality based effluent limits may need to be adjusted to a 
more stringent value while others may possibly become less 
stringent. The State is prohibited by the Clean Water Act from 
requiring, as a condition of certification, that a permit be made 
less stringent, however the State is also required by federal 
regulation, 40 CFR 124.53(e)(3), to note in a certification where 
the permit can be made less stringent. The information presented 
is intended to provide the basis for protection of water quality 
standards adopted by the New Mexico Water Quality Control 
Commission in accordance with §303 of the federal Clean Water Act 
and which are published in the document entitled Water Qual i ty 
Standards f o r I n t e r s t a t e Streams i n New Mexico (WQS). The changes 
are largely necessary, not because of the permit writers error, but 
because on May 3, 1993, the New Mexico Environment Department 
(NMED) adopted a new interim guidance document entitled New Mexico 
I n t e r i m Guidance f o r Implementat ion o f Water Q u a l i t y Standards 
through Na t i ona l P o l l u t a n t Discharge E l i m i n a t i o n System Permi ts 
(IG)^ 

The Fact Sheet (page 6, V #4) states: 

[b]ased on ... an instream hardness of 178 mg/l for 
CaCOj; a TSS level of 20.5 mg/l and the draft NM 
implementation plan, the water quality standards are 
calculated, (emphasis added) 

The "implementation plan" is not a draft. This should read "... 
the New Mexico I n t e r i m Guidance f o r Implementat ion o f Water Q u a l i t y 
Standards Through Na t i ona l P o l l u t a n t Discharge E l i m i n a t i o n System 
Permits . . . . " The implementation plan is the Department's Interim 
Guidance and is an actionable document. Section 1-101. B, 
Implementation Plan of the WQS states: "[t]he New Mexico 
Environment Department, acting under authority delegated by the 
Commission, implements the water quality standards ...." The 
interim NM implementation plan is produced under this authority for 
EPA's use. 

Apparently the values referenced by EPA in the Fact Sheet are from 
a single sample collected and submitted to EPA by Molycorp in an 

1991. 
The original IG was developed at EPA's request on June 25, 



state Certification 
Molycorp, Inc. 

NPDES No. NM0022306 
May 27, 1993 

October 23, 1993 letter responding to EPA's request for 
information. In regard to evaluating background data for water 
quality based permitting the IG states: 

[t]he following data sources should be utilized whenever 
possible ... STORET ... [s]tream data submitted by the 
permittee ...; (and) ... [a] minimum of two data points 
should be utilized for evaluations. 

In this case there are readily available additional data points in 
the STOREr database provided to EPA by NMED via its March 2, 1993 
letter. NMED has calculated the composite average of the Molycorp 
and STORET upstream data to be as follows: TSS = 59 mg/l (based 
upon 16 measurements) and Hardness = 132 mg/l (based upon 15 
measurements). Note the Molycorp data used by EPA was from the 
station "Red River above Molycorp's Discharge 002." This point 
would be below the new outfalls 004 & 005. Therefore, NMED 
utilized Molycorp's data from their station "Red River above and 
across Molycorp Mill yard" which had a TSS of 18.5 mg/l and 
hardness of 130 mg/l. 

In the table under the same paragraph on page 7 of the Fact Sheet, 
the Cs (water quality standard) values should be changed to reflect 
the above TSS/Hardness values. Table 1 presents NMED's 
calculations for Cs based upon the revised TSS/hardness values. 

In the same section of the IG, regarding evaluation of background 
data, it is stated: 

[w]hen the concentration of any pollutant is reported as 
"less than" for all data points, the value for that 
pollutant should be assumed to be zero. When the actual 
concentration is reported in one or more data points, the 
value for other data points reported as "less than" shall 
be assumed to be one half the detection limit, or 
disregarded where the assumed value is considered 
unrepresentative. 

The table of Ca values (ambient stream concentration upstream of 
the discharge) as written by EPA based upon the STORET data base do 
not reflect application of the procedure requiring halving the 
"less than" values. For example the Ca for total arsenic is shown 
as 0.007 mg/l. The 0.007 value is the average of the data set for 

database. 
^STORET is the EPA's computerized national water quality 



state Certification 
Molycorp, Inc. 

NPDES No. NM0022306 
May 27, 1993 

arsenic before considering the "less than data". There are four 
data points in the set as follows: 12, 5K, 5K, 5K \ i g / ^ . The 
(unadjusted) average of these numbers (rounded) is 0.007 mg/l. If 
the "less than" data are halved according to the procedure and re-
averaged the result is a Cs of 0.005 mg/l. 

Employing the same data as EPA (i.e., the STORET data set) the NMED 
has recalculated the values for Ca in Table 2 (only for parameters 
noted with " *4 " in the Fact Sheet as being based upon STORET data). 

The NMED requests EPA recalculate the water quality based effluent 
limits utilizing the NMED - SWQB revisions to the tables of data in 
the referenced section. We also request that EPA begin to use the 
revised IG in all permits issued for New Mexico. 

Table 1 

j PARAMETER 

1 T. Arsenic * 

T. Cadmium t 

T. Copper f 

T. Lead « 

T. Zinc * 

T. Aluminum n 

T. Boron n 

T. Chromium * 

T. Cobalt n 

T. Selenium n 

Cs (mg/l) 

0.049 

0.005 

0.059 

0.043 

0.695 

0.087 

0.75 

0.546 

0.05 

0.005 

PARAMETER 

T. Vanadium n 

Ra 226+228 n 

T. Beryllium n 

T. Mercury a 

T. Nickel * 

T. Silver n 

Chlordane a 
Un-ion. Ammon. n 

T. Res. Chlor. n 

Cs (mg/l) 

0.10 1 
30 pCi/1 

0.005 

0.000012 

0.759 

0.00012 

0.0000043 

0.03 

0.002 

* = Number is > Cs calculated by EPA 
t = Number is < Cs calculated by EPA 
a = Number is = Cs calculated by EPA 

3 In STORET, the "K" remark code indicates "less than." When 
entering data into STORET, NMED enters the limit of detection value 
reported by the lab with the "K" remark code to indicate a sample 
was analyzed, the pollutant was detected but was less than the 
analytical limit of detection. 
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Molycorp, Inc. 

NPDES No. NM0022306 
May 27, 1993 

Table 2 

PARAMETER 

T. Arsenic f 

1T. Cadmium f 

T. Copper f 

T. Lead t 

T. Zinc t 

1 T. Aluminum n 

T. Boron t 

j T. Chromium f 

Ca (mg/l) 

0.005 

0 

0.044 

0.022 

0.056 

2.5 

0 

0.006 

PARAMETER 

T. Cobalt t 

T. Selenium t 

T. Vanadium t 

Ra 226+228 t 

T. Beryl 1ium t 

T. Mercury f 

T. Nickel t 

T. Silver n 

Ca (mg/l) 

0 

0 

0 

0 pCi/1 

0 

0 

0 

0.001 

* = Number 
t = Number 
n = Number 

is > Ca calculated by EPA 
is < Ca calculated by EPA 
is = Ca calculated by EPA 

2. The proposed permit (page 5, part II, §E.3.d.i.&v.) provides 
that the pennittee collect combined flow weighted composite samples 
for biomonitoring. The four permitted outfalls are spread out over 
approximately 8.75 river miles. Allowing the collection of a 
combined composite sample will not assure that reaches of stream in 
the vicinity of the upper outfalls or intervals between outfalls 
will be free from toxicity related to the discharges. Combining 
the samples will only reflect the cumulative impact of all the 
discharges downstream of the last outfall. The possibility exists 
that the "toxicity" of an upstream outfall could have adverse 
effects upon a reach of the stream but the toxic effects of that 
outfall would not show up in a combined test sample because of the 
effects of the downstream outfalls (i.e., a toxic aliquot being 
diluted by a non or less toxic aliquot). Further problems arise in 
that all outfalls will not necessarily be discharging at all times. 
Currently the mine is operating on a stand-by basis and does not 
discharge from outfall 001 and has not discharged from that outfall 
for some time. Outfalls 004 and 005 will likely discharge for the 
most part only in response to episodic events such as storms and 
snowmelt, thus making comparability of different sampling events 
difficult or impossible if different combinations of outfalls are 
discharging during different sampling events. The WQS state: 

[a]cute toxicity due to discharges shall not occur within 



State Certification 
Molycorp, Inc. 

NPDES No. NM0022306 
May 27, 1993 

the wastewater mixing zone in any stream with an existing 
or designated fishery use (§1-103.D); and 

[c]hronic toxicity due to discharges shall not occur at 
the critical low flow in any stream with an existing or 
designated fishery use more than once every three years 
(§1-103.E). 

Because the act of combining the composite samples will not assure 
that one upstream outfall will not cause acute or chronic toxicity 
as prohibited in the above WQS, biomonitoring at each outfall is 
required as a condition of this certification. 

3. Final effluent limitations at outfall "SUM2" (Proposed permit 
- Page 10 of Part 1) are expressed as loading limits calculated 
upon a monthly average. As expressed in our March 2, 1993 letter 
to Mr. Fred Humke (EPA), the NMED - Surface Water Quality Bureau 
(SWQB) is very concerned about the approach of using loading limits 
(i.e., daily average limits in lbs/day) to protect numeric water 
quality standards expressed as concentration. While this approach 
may be appropriate for constituents which are not toxic to aquatic 
life (e.g., molybdenum), it is generally not the ideal method for 
protection of those characterized as toxic pollutants. The biota 
tend to respond to extremes of concentrations of toxic pollutants. 
The effect of expressing the permit limitations as "average 
loading" may diminish protection from the threat of episodic, 
biologically threatening, high concentrations. High concentrations 
will not be directly prohibited by restricting average loads 
because the concentrations will be averaged out. 

The SWQB, as part of this certification, has reviewed the problem 
carefully with an aim toward developing effluent limits expressed 
as concentration. In this review, consideration of the local river 
basin was included. While the Molycorp point source discharges 
occur over a length of river approximately 8.75 miles it should be 
noted that the Town of Red River's sewage treatment plant* 
(NM0024899) is located approximately 2.5 river miles above the 
Molycorp mill site and the New Mexico Game and Fish Red River Fish 

A Waste Load Allocation for the Town of Red River has been 
adopted by the New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission (New 
Mexico Statewide Water Q u a l i t y Management P lan, Work Element 6, 
Table (6)-2). 
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Hatchery (unpermitted^) is approximately 1-1.5 river miles below 
the final Molycorp discharges. Further non-point source 
contributions from the scarified (natural and historical mining) 
mountainous terrain and the Village of Questa's sewage treatment 
lagoons' are significant. 

In conclusion, the NMED - SWQB has determined that in this instance 
due to the need for specific data, especially in regard to quality 
and quantity of the Molycorp 004 & 005 outfalls, that the concept 
of using loading limits in the permit is appropriate at this time. 
We believe that the monitoring requirements proposed by EPA in the 
draft permit for the two new outfalls will help fill the data gap. 
However, as condition of this certification it is required that the 
numerical loading limits at "SUM2" be expressed as "DAILY MAX" 
instead of "DAILY AVG." This change is necessary to assure that 
numeric water quality standards for attainable and designated uses 
set forth in §2-119 and §3-101 of the WQS are protected at all 
times, including episodic events such as rainfall and snowmelt. 

4. Section 401(d) of the federal Clean Water Act states that: 

any certification provided under this section shall set 
forth any effluent limitations ... necessary to assure 
that any applicant for a ... permit will comply with 
...any other appropriate requirement of State law .... 

The New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission (WQCC) Regulations 
are adopted in accordance with the New Mexico Water Quality Act and 
are therefore an appropriate basis of a conditional State 

NMED is working on a draft NPDES permit for the hatchery 
discharge as part of a grant commitment to EPA. 

T̂he Questa sewage lagoons are located adjacent to the Red 
River in the area between Molycorp's outfalls 004 and 002. The 
lagoons do not discharge directly to the river but are designed to 
allow infiltration to ground water which is probably hydrologically 
connected with the river. 

^Smolka, L.R., and David F. Tague. 1987. In tens ive Survey o f 
t h e Red R i v e r , Taos Coun ty , New Mex i co Augus t 1 8 - 2 1 , 1986. NMEID, 
Santa Fe, New Mexico. EID/SWQ-86/22. 

Smolka, L.R., and David F. Tague. 1989. In tensive Survey o f the 
M i d d l e Red R i v e r , Taos Coun ty , New Mex i co September 12 -Oc tobe r 2 5 , 
1988. NMEID, Santa Fe, New Mexico. EID/SWQ-88/8. 
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certification. Effluent limitations for outfalls 004 & 005 as 
proposed by EPA do not include a limitation of chemical oxygen 
demand (COD). Section 2-101 of the WQCC Regulations states: 

... no person shall cause or allow effluent to discharge 
to a watercourse if the effluent is indicated by: ... 4. 
a grab sample collected during an intermittent or 
infrequent discharge does not conform to the following: 
... Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) less than 125 mg/l. 

Therefore, in order to assure that this permit is compatible with 
an appropriate State requirement as condition of certification an 
effluent limitation of 125 mg/l must be included for these 
outfalls. The SWQB recommends that COD be monitored at the same 
frequency and with the kind of sample as total suspended solids 
(i.e., 1/day during periods of discharge by composite sample). 

Comments which are not conditions of State Certification 

1. Please check the longitude given for outfalls 004 & 005 on 
page one of the proposed permit. We believe the longitude given 
for outfall 004 as W105° 41' 51" should be W105'' 31' 51" 

2. The IG states, in regard to considering background pollutants, 
the following (page 4 112): 

[i]n situations where the average background level plus 
the average discharge level (multiplied by the 
appropriate statistical confidence interval factor ... 
2.13) of the facility in question exceeds the State's 
water quality standard - the EPA Permits Branch should 
inform the EPA Water Quality Branch to contact the [NMED] 
to discuss development of a [Total Maximum Daily Load] 
TMDL/[Waste Load Allocation] WLA for the parameter in 
question. 

It is noted by the NMED - SWQB that this problem has arisen in the 
case of several pollutants (e.g., mercury). On October 16, 1992 
the SWQB submitted to EPA (letter from Mr. Jim Piatt to Mr. Myron 
0. Knudson) the "List of Waters Requiring Total Maximum Daily Loads 
Pursuant to Clean Water Act Section 303(d)." That letter contained 
a prioritized list for consideration of TMDLs with a commitment to 
review the top six in (federal) FY 93 and FY 94. The list is still 
considered provisional since EPA has not yet acted on the letter. 
Segment 2-119 of the Red River is not in the actionable portion of 
the priority list. Currently, the SWQB anticipates updating the 
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priority list at the time the State's biennial 305(b) report to 
Congress is prepared. At that time the reach of the Red River in 
question will be considered as appropriate. 

3. Monitoring requirements for outfalls 004 & 005 (page 5 of Part 
I of the proposed permit) provide that "flow" be measured via an 
"estimate." Subsequent effluent limits for outfalls including 004 
& 005 (see outfall limitations at "SUM2" page 10 of Part I) are 
expressed as loading limits. Since load is directly related to the 
volume and concentration, estimating flow would not provide a 
reliable basis for determining compliance with effluent limits at 
"SUM2". NMED recommends the requirement to estimate flow be 
changed to a measurement of flow. 

4. In the proposed permit (page 3 of Part I) effluent limitation 
tables for outfall 002, under "Discharge Limitations", the 
parameter zinc is listed twice and vanadium is not listed at all. 
Vanadium is listed in the "Monitoring Requirements" section. The 
footnote "*2" associated with the heading "Discharge Limitations" 
seems unnecessary. 

5. In the description of outfalls 004 & 005 (page 5 of Part I of 
the proposed permit) the phrase "including collected stormwater" is 
utilized. This implies there may be uncollected storm water which 
may be subject to NPDES regulation that not covered by this 
proposed permit. EPA should clarify this and assure that all storm 
water discharges subject to regulation are permitted. 

8 



RESPONSE TO COMNENTS 
FINAL PERMIT DECISION 

This is our response to comments received on the subject draft 
peimit in accordance with regulations promulgated at 40 CFR Part 
124.17. 

Permit No. NM0022306 

Applicant: Molycorp, Inc. 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

Issuing Office: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Prepared By: Fred Humke 
Industrial Permits Section (6W-PI) 
Permits Branch 
Water Management Division 
(214) 655-7180 

Permit Action:Final permit decision and response to comments 
received on the draft reissued permit publicly noticed on April 
17, 1993. 

Date Prepared: 

Unless otherwise stated, citations to 40 CFR refer to promulgated 
regulations listed at Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, 
revised as of 7/1/92. 

STATE CERTIFICATION 

Dated May 27, 1993. 

The following effluent limitations and/or conditions are included 
in the final permit in conformance with regulations listed at 40 
CFR Part 122.44(d)(3): 

ISSUE No. 1 

As conditions of certification, the NMED has specified revised 
values for Cs (water quality standards based on a hardness of 132 
mg/l and a TSS of 59 mg/l) and Ca (ambient stream concentration 
upstream of discharge based on method- olgy specified by the NMED 
in a new interim guidance document dated May 3, 1993) to be used 
in the screening for and the calculation of State water quality 
standard effluent limitations. 

RESPONSE NO. 1 



This draft permit was public noticed on April 17, 1993, prior to 
the revised interim guidance. All permit water quality effluent 
limitations, as addressed on Page 7 of 10 of the Fact Sheet, 
issued to Public Notice on April 17, 1993, are recalculated as 
follows: 

Cd => (QaCa + QeCe*)/(Qa + Qe) and 

and Ce = [Cs(Qa + Qe) - CaQa]/Qe 

where Cd = instream waste concentration (mg/l) 

Ce = allowable daily average effluent concentration (mg/l) 

Ce'= reported concentration in effluent x 2.13 (mg/l) 

Cs = water (quality standard (mg/l) 

Ca = ambient stream concentration upstream of discharge (mg/l) 

Qa = critical low flow of stream = 16.7 MGD 

Qe = combined daily average flow of dry weather Outfalls 001 and 
002 
=4.7 MGD 
and Me = Ce x 8.34 x 4.7 

where Me = total daily average water quality based mass 
limits for 

combined Outfalls 001, 002, 004 and 005 (lb/day) 

Cs Ce' Cd Ce WQ PARAMETER 
Me 

T. Arsenic 
N/A T. 
0.023 0 
T. Copper 
4.39 
T. Lead 
4.63 
T. Zinc 
N/A 
T. Aluminum 
3.41 
T. Boron 
N/A 
T. Chromium 
N/A 
T. Cobalt 
N/A 

Ca 

0.005 
Cadmium 
.90 
0.044 

0.022 

0.058 

2.500 

0.00 

0.006 

0.00 

0.049 
0.00 

0.059 

0.043 

0.595 

0.087 

0.750 

0.546 

0.050 

0.022 
0. 

0.155 

0.214 

0.032 

0.109 

0.214 

0.023 

0.023 

0.009(*1) 
.005 0.036 

0.068 

0.064 

0.051(*1) 

1.975 

0.047(*1) 

0.010(*1) 

0.005(*1) 

N/A 
0.008 

0.112 

0.118 

N/A 

0.087(*2) 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 



T. Selenium 0.00 
N/A 
T. Vanadium 0.00 
N/A 
Ra226 + Ra228 0.00 
N/A 
pCi/1 pCi/1 pCi/1 
T. Beryllium 0.00 
N/A 
T. Mercury 0.00 
N/A 
T. Nickel 0.00 
N/A 
T. Silver 0.001 
0.005 
Chlordane N/A 
0.0008 
Un-ion. Amm.(as N) N/A 
N/A 
T. Resid. Chlorine N/A 
0.35 

0.005 

0.100 

30 

pCi/1 
0.005 

0 .009 

0 .064 

3 . 1 9 5 

0.002(*1) 

0.014(*1) 

0.702(*1) 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

0.009 0.002(*1) N/A 

0.000012 0.0043 0.00000094(*1) N/A 

0.759 0.041 0.009(*1) N/A 

0.00012 0.003 0.001 

0.0000043 0.00009 0.00002 

0.03 0.0006 0.0001(*1) 

0.002 0.023 0.005 

0.00012(*2) 

0.00002 

N/A 

0.009 

(*1) 
(*2) 

Cd<Cs. 
WQS level. 

ISSUE NO. 2 

As a condition of certification, the NMED specifies that combined 
biomonitoring should not be conducted for the four permitted 
outfalls 
which are spread over approximately 8.75 river miles; and that 
individual biomonitoring shall be applied at each outfall. 

RESPONSE No. 2 

The draft permit was based on the discharges of "periodic mine 
drainage, including collected stormwater** for Outfalls 004 and 
005. Subsequently the permittee has specified that the 
discharges from Outfalls 004 and 005 be limited to stormwater 
only, as specified in the Form 2D applications; and that **any 
acid mine drainage will be diverted and retained in the 
underground mine, where it will be neutralized, pumped from the 
underground mine to a tailings line and conveyed to the tailings 
impoundment area.** Therefore, Outfalls 004 and 005 are now 
designated for **periodic mine drainage consisting only of all 
mine contacted surface stormwater runoff.** Periodic stormwater 
only discharges are not subject to biomonitoring under EPA post 
third round policy which is applied to dry weather flows only. 
Outfalls 001 and 002, which are in close proximity, presently 
utilize composite biomonitoring under the June 21, 1988 permit as 
previously certified by the NMED. 

However, the NMED has clarified in subsequent correspondence that 
they require as a condition of certification, that individual 



biomonitoring be conducted on Outfalls 001, 002, 004 and 005. 
This change is included in the permit. 

ISSUE NO. 3 

The NMED has specified as a condition of certification that for 
SUM2 the mass limitations be expressed as '*DAILY MAX" instead of 
"DAILY AVG" to assure that numeric water quality standards for 
attainable and designated uses set forth in 2-119 and 3-101 of 
the WQS are protected at all times, including episodic events 
such as rainfall and snowmelt. 

RESPONSE NO. 3 

As specified in the Fact Sheet on Page 6 of 10, Ce has been 
calculated and addressed as the "allowable daily average effluent 
concentration." Daily average flows, daily average reported 
effluent concentrations and average ambient stream concentration 
have been applied in the development of Ce. 
While it is analytically correct to sum the daily average mass 
loads for Outfalls 001, 002, 003 and 004, there is no correlation 
in the occurence of daily maximiim loads. However, the NMED has 
specified as a condition of certification that these mass 
limitations be applied as daily maximiims at SUM2. EPA has made 
this change. 

ISSUE NO. 4 

The NMED requires as a condition of certification that chemical 
oxygen demand (COD) limits of 125 mg/l be applied for Outfalls 
004 and 005. 

RESPONSE NO. 4 

EPA has applied COD limits of 125 mg/l daily average and daily 
maximum for Outfalls 004 and 005. 

ISSUE NO. 5 

The NMED and others have commented that an apparent error exists 
in the longitude shown for Outfall 004. 

RESPONSE NO. 5 

The longitude for Outfall 004 is corrected to W105«31'51". 

ISSUE NO. 6 

The NMED notes that "flow" monitoring for Outfalls 004 and 005 is 
shown as "estimate" but that a more reliable basis is needed for 
determining compliance with effluent limits at "SUM2". 

RESPONSE NO. 6 



EPA agrees. Flow monitoring for Outfalls 004 and 005 is changed 
to "Measure" via calibrated weir. 

ISSUE No. 7 

The NMED notes that the description of Outfalls 004 and 005 
utilizes the phrase "including collected stormwater." NMED 
believes that there may be uncollected storm water which may be 
subject to NPDES regulation and not covered under the proposed 
permit. 

RESPONSE NO. 7 

As previously stated, the description of this discharge is 
changed to "periodic mine drainage consisting only of all mine 
contacted surface stormwater runoff." 

ISSUE NO. 8 

Molycorp objects to the application of the effluent limitations 
set forth in 40 CFR 440 for Outfalls 004 and 005, and, in 
particular, to the proposed discharge limitation for Total 
Suspended Solids. Molycorp believes that these Outfalls are 
subject to EPA*s storm water regulations and not to those 
limitations which apply to process wastewater discharges. 

RESPONSE NO. 8 

Stormwater which comes in contact with mine products and wastes 
is process wastewater. This has been clarified in the recent 
revised description of the sources being discharged at Outfalls 
004 and 005. The total suspended solids (TSS) limits required 
under the effluent guidelines are consistantly achievable by the 
mining industry when proper sedimentation and control has been 
applied. 

ISSUE NO. 9 

Various commenters have expressed concern with ground water 
seepage to the Red River; and suggest that this ground water may 
be infiltrated from the mine and tailings areas, in addition to 
natural sources. Some commenters believe that seepages of this 
type represent "point sources" iinder the NPDES permitting 
program. Several have cited case law such as Sierra Club v. 
Abstan Construction Co., Inc., 620 F.2d 41 (Sth Cir. 1980). 

RESPONSE NO. 9 

While EPA understands the concern of these commenters for the 
possible impact of ground water seepage on the Red River, we do 
not agree that these are "point sources" under the NPDES 
permitting program. Ground water is regulated by the State 



through the NMED. 

We are familiar with the case law citation which relates to EPA 
authority to require the construction and control of surface 
discharges (proscribed "point sources" of pollution) in instances 
where the operator has not applied the proper control and 
construction to the sources. However, the issue of seepage of 
groundwater which may have been infiltrated through porous soil 
is a different matter. We recommend that the commenters continue 
to pursue this issue through the NMED. 

ISSUE NO. 10 

Some commenters raised objections to the inclusion of a 
compliance schedule for Molycorp to achieve WQS at SUM2. 

RESPONSE NO. 10 

A compliance schedule is provided in accordance with Section 
1-106.D. of Water Quality Standards for Interstate and Intrastate 
Streams in New Mexico. A three year schedule is considered 
reasonable by EPA. 

ISSUE NO. 11 

A commenter questioned the mass limitations allowed under SUMl, 
based on a daily average flow of 4.726, since Outfall 001 is not 
currently discharging. 

RESPONSE NO. 11 

Both Outfalls 001 and 002 are limited by the concentration 
technology limitations which are continued from the present 
permit. In addition, mass technology limitations are applied 
under SUMl. See 40 CFR 122.45(f). Mass limitations are based on 
the daily average flows shown in the application. The fact that a 
particular outfall may not be currently discharging does not 
negate the allowance of full technology limits under the permit. 

ISSUE NO. 12 

A commenter questioned the fact that certain metals are not 
limited under SUM2. 

RESPONSE NO. 12 

Subject to the screening provisions, as addressed on Page 7 of 10 
of the Fact Sheet, all applicable WQS parameters are addressed 
under SUM2. 

ISSUE NO. 13 

One commenter stated that Outfalls 004 and 005 may be considered 



"new sources" because they are both 1.) new discharge points and 
2.) "new" - as in previously unregulated-sources or mine drainage 
points; and that demonstration of the technical capability of the 
new source outfall works must be required before discharges to 
waters of the United States are permitted. 

RESPONSE No. 13 

Outfalls 004 and 005 are not new sources. The associated mines 
have been in operation prior to the 1982 promulgation of the 
associated new source performance standards. The associated 
storm water discharges may have been non-permitted outfalls. The 
facility is not required to demonstrate any technical capability 
before discharges; but must meet the best available technology 
economically achievable (BAT)/best conventional technology (BCT) 
without any permit compliance schedule. Any issues related to 
the operation and compliance of these outfalls are enforcement 
matters and beyond the scope of this permit reissuance process. 

ISSUE NO. 14 

One commenter stated that there are no concentration based limits 
for manganese and molybdenum associated with Outfall 001 and 
SUMl; and for cobalt, selenium, beryllium, silver, chlordane and 
chlorine. This commenter also c[uestions the allowance of mass 
loads for outfall 001 because it is not currently in operation. 

RESPONSE NO. 14 

Technology limitations (BAT/BCT) have been established for 
Outfalls 001 and 002 for many years and are addressed in the 
present permit. Cobalt, selenium, beryllium, silver, chlordane 
and chlorine are not technology limitations. The Technology 
Based Effluent Limitations and/or Conditions are addressed on 
page 4 of 10, Paragraph VIII.A. of the Fact Sheet. The 
application daily average flow for Outfall is addressed on Page 1 
of 10, Paragraph V.A. of the Fact Sheet. 

ISSUE NO. 15 

One commenter questions the dilutions used for biomonitoring; 
states that the "whole effluent toxicity testing" allows too much 
dilution of mixture for testing; and states that "a mixture of 
36% should be used for most tests." 

RESPONSE No. 15 

The calculation of the critical dilution of 22% is sho%m on Page 
6 of 10, Paragraph VIII.B.3. of the Fact Sheet. The 0.75 
dilution series is applied as specified under the most recent EPA 
toxics policy. 

This issue is in contradiction to another issue raised by 



commenters. The same daily average effluent flows used to 
calculate loading limits are used to calculate the critical 
dilution which constitutes the basis for biomonitoring test 
dilutions. In the first case the application effluent flow 
limits result in loading limits which are questioned for being 
too high; in the second case these same application effluent flow 
limits result in percent dilutions which are questioned for being 
too low. 

ISSUE NO. 18 

Several commenters have requested a public hearing on the draft 
NPDES permit. 

RESPONSE NO. 18 

The principal issues which are being raised by most commenters 
are not relevant to the NPDES permit. ' These issues relate 
primarily to a possible impact on the Red River from the seepage 
of ground water. Other issues have been addressed in this 
respose to comments. Therefore, it is the judgment of the 
permitting authority that a public hearing is not justified. 



y ^ % IJNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
' ^ REGI0N6 

1445 ROSS AVENUE 
DALLAS, TEXAS 75202^2733 

JUN 011993 

REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

Ms. Linda Rael-Vigil 
P.O. Box 620 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

Re: NPDES No. NM0022306, MolyCorp. 

Dear Ms. Rael-Vigil: 

This is to acknowledge your letter of May 25, 1993. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) welcomes and encourages 
public participation in its decision-making. Therefore, your 
letter will be carefully considered and included in the process of 
making a final decision. 

In addition, all public comments, including yours, on each proposed 
permit are reviewed to determine whether or not there is sufficient 
public interest to require a public hearing. If a public hearing 
is scheduled for this proposed permit, you will be notified of the 
time and place. Your attendance at the hearing is urged and your 
participation will be appreciated. 

Thank you for your concern and interest. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Issuance Section (6W-PS) 

cc: NMED 

bcc: reading file 
Vickery/Humke 
permit file <^ 
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\ -^ly^ 5 DALLAS, TEXAS 75202-2733 
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JUN 1 0 1993 

REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

Mr. A. Wilfred Rael 
Ms. Penelope Rael 
P.O. Box 603 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

Re: NPDES No. NM0022306, MolyCorp. 

Dear Mr. and Ms. Rael: 

This is to acknowledge your letter of May 25, 1993. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) welcomes and encourages 
public participation in its decision-making. Therefore, your 
letter will be carefully considered and included in the process of 
making a final decision. 

In addition, all public comments, including yours, on each proposed 
permit are reviewed to determine whether or not there is sufficient 
public interest to reguire a public hearing. If a public hearing 
is scheduled for this proposed permit, you will be notified of the 
time and place. Your attendance at the hearing is urged and your 
participation will be appreciated. 

Thank you for your concern and interest. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Issuance Section (6W-PS) 

cc: NMED 
bcc: Reading File, 

Permit File 
V i ckery/Humkd 
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JUN 011993 

REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

Ms. L i l a B i r d 
Executive Director 
Water Information Network 
P.O. Box 4524 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87106 

Re: NPDES No. NM0022306, MolyCorp. 

Dear Ms. Bird: 

This is to acknowledge your letter of May 25, 1993. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) welcomes and encourages 
public participation in its decision-making. Therefore, your 
letter will be carefully considered and included in the process of 
making a final decision. 

In addition, all public comments, including yours, on each proposed 
permit are reviewed to determine whether or not there is sufficient 
public interest to reguire a public hearing. If a public hearing 
is scheduled for this proposed permit, you will be notified of the 
time and place. Your attendance at the hearing is urged and your 
participation will be appreciated. 

Thank you for your concern and interest. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Issuance Section (6W-PS) 

cc: NMED 

bcc: reading file 
Vickery/Humke 
permit t i l e ^ ^ 



^ '̂̂ fk. UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
^ ^ % \ REGI0N6 
I ^iMt^ 1 1445 ROSS AVENUE 
% <^y|y^ 5 DALLAS, TEXAS 75202-2 

JUN 1 0 1993 

REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

Mr. Brian Shields 
Projects Director 
Amigos Bravos, 
Friends of the Wild Rivers 
P.O. Box 238 
Taos, New Mexico 87571 

Re: NPDES No. NM0022306, MolyCorp. 

Dear Mr. Shields: 

This is to acknowledge your letter of May 25, 1993. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) welcomes and encourages 
public participation in its decision-making. Therefore, your 
letter will be carefully considered and included in the process of 
making a final decision. 

In addition, all public conments, including yours, on each proposed 
permit are reviewed to determine whether or not there is sufficient 
public interest to reguire a public hearing. If a public hearing 
is scheduled for this proposed permit, you will be notified of the 
time and place. Your attendance at the hearing is urged and your 
participation will be appreciated. 

Thank you for your concern and interest. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Issuance Section (6W-PS) 

cc: NMED 

bcc: Reading File / 
Permit File /̂'̂  
Vickery/Humke 



>? ̂i^° ̂ '*% UNITED-STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
^ ^ % ^ REGI0N6 
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^ ^ ^ ^ r DALLAS, TEXAS 75202-2733 

JUN 10 1993 

REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

Mr. Roberto M. Vigil 
P.O. Box 333 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

Re: NPDES No. NM0022306, MolyCorp. 

Dear Mr. Vigil: 

This is to acknowledge your letter of May 25, 1993. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) welcomes and encourages 
public participation in its decision-making. Therefore, your 
letter will be carefully considered and included in the process of 
making a final decision. 

In addition, all public comments, including yours, on each proposed 
permit are reviewed to determine whether or not there is sufficient 
public interest to reguire a public hearing. If a public hearing 
is scheduled for this proposed permit, you will be notified of the 
time and place. Your attendance at the hearing is urged and your 
participation will be appreciated. 

Thank you for your concern and interest. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Issuance Section (6W-PS) 

cc: NMEDA^^ 

bcc: Reading File 
Permit File-^^^ 
Vickery/Humke 



Page No. 
04/07/93 

STATE CERTIFICATION REQUEST 
NPDES PERMITS TO PUBLIC NOTICE ON APRIL 17, 1993 

PROPOSED EFFECTIVE DATE MAY 28, 1993 

PN DATE NPDES NO. FACILITY NAME TYPE MAJ/MIN ACTION 

04/17/93 NM0020435 CHINO MINES COMPANY I 
04/17/93 NM0022306 MOLYCORP, INC. I 
04/17/93 NM0028100 RIO GRANDE RESOURCES CORP I 
04/17/93 NM0028169 URANIUM KING CORPORATION I 

MAJ 
MAJ 
MAJ 
MAJ 

REP 
REP 
REP 
REP 



A/M w " ^^306/^ 
State of New Mexico ^ ^ 

JUDITH M. ESPINOSA 
SECRETARY 

RON CURRY 
DEPUTY SECRETARY 

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 

BRUCE KING 
GOVERNOR 

Certified Mail Return Receipt Requested 

May 14, 1993 jO)! 8S 1 11 ̂  llf "̂"̂  "'̂'̂'''''' 
Mr. Fred 0. Humke, P.E. Uu ^ 
Industrial Permits Section (6W-PI) MAV 1 Q IQQ*̂  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency MAY 1 o '̂ '̂̂  
1445 Ross Ave. . .-̂ /̂  
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 O V V " ! O 

Re: State Certification of NPDES Permits: NM0020435 - Chino Mines; 
NM0022306 - Molycorp; NM0028100 - Rio Grande Resources; NM0028169 -
Uranium King Corp. 

Dear Mr. Humke: 

This letter is to confirm our telephone conversation earlier today. The 
referenced proposed NPDES permits have been submitted to the State for 
certification. The public notice states that the certification and 
comments are due to EPA prior to May 17, 1993. At this point the NMED has 
substantially completed the certifications for NM0020435, NM0028100, and 
NM0028169. However due to illness of Mr. Jim Piatt, Chief of the NMED 
Surface Water Quality Bureau, who is the person authorized to sign 
certifications, we are unable to provide these certifications to you 
before the 17th. Because Mr. Vickery (Section Chief of the Industrial 
Permits Section was unavailable, as was Ellen Caldwell of the EPA Permits 
Issuance Section) when I called, you authorized an extension to close of 
business on Monday May 17, 1993 for the three aforementioned permits. 

In regard to the Molycorp permit, due to staff time spent preparing the 
above other certifications and other commitments, that certification is 
not yet ready. Due to scheduled commitments next week we will probably 
not be able to submit the Molycorp certification until late the week of 
May 24, 1993. Therefore, you authorized an extension for the submittal 
of the Molycorp certification until close of business May 28, 1993. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. I would like to assure 
you that the completion of the State certifications for all these permits 
is a high priority for this office. We will endeavor to get the Molycorp 
certification to you sooner than the deadline if at all possible. 

Sincerely, 

Glenn E. Saums 
Health Program Manager 
Point Source Regulation Section 

cc: Ellen Caldwell USEPA (6W-PS) 
Ut»H,.ic I I I I 

^ D R U G F R E E : = = 

T 
Harold Runnels Building • 1190 St. Francis Drive • P.O. Box 26110 • Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502 

(505) 827-2850 FAX (505) 827-2836 



MAY 2 5 1993 

REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

Mr. Juan Montes 
Concerned Citizens Del Norte 
P.O. Box 1179 
Questa, New Hexico 87556 

Re: NPDES No. NM0022306, Molycorp Corp. 

Dear Mr. Montes: 

This is to acknowledge your letter of May 25, 1993. The U.S. 
Environmental' Protection Agency (EPA) welcomes and encourages 
public participation in its decision-making. Therefore, your 
letter will be carefully considered and included in the process of 
making a final decision. 

In addition, all public comments, including yours, on each proposed 
permit are reviewed to determine whether or not there is sufficient 
public interest to reguire a public hearing. If a public hearing 
is scheduled for this proposed permit, you will be notified of the 
time and place. Your attendance at the hearing is urged and your 
participation will be appreciated. 

Thank you for your concern and interest. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Issuance Section (6W-PS) 

cc: NMED 

bcc: Viekery/Humke 
Reading File 
Permit File 



MAY Z 5 1993 
REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

Mr. A. Wilfred Rael 
P.O. Box 603 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

Re: NPDES No. NM0022306, Molycorp Corp. 

Dear Mr. Rael: 

This is to acknowledge your letter of May 25, 1993. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) welcomes and encourages 
public participation in its decision-making. Therefore, your 
letter will be carefully considered and included in the process of 
making a final decision. 

In addition, all public comments, including yours, on each proposed 
permit are reviewed to determine whether or not there is sufficient 
public interest to require a public hearing. If a public hearing 
is scheduled for this proposed permit, you will be notified of the 
time and place. Your attendance at the hearing is urged and your 
participation will be appreciated. 

Thank you for your concern and interest. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Issuance Section (6W-PS) 

cc: NMED 

bcc: Vi.ckery/Humke 
Reading File 
Permit File 
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SCUyyu <t. 

raiKSm^m Molycorp.lnc. H - P ^ S ^ ^ r O 

Questa Division , 
MAY 191993 P.O. BOX 469 NNUYJCJI 5 -?r) 
" ' " Questa. New Mexico 87556 < N - ^ »V.A^>C_ O ( _ ( J 

bW-PS 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 
Telephone: (505) 586-0212 

UNOCAL® 
MOLYCORP 

May 1 3 , 1 9 9 3 

Ms. Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Branch (6W-PS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

Re: Draft NPDES Permit Molycorp NM0022306 Comments 

Dear Ms. Caldwell: 

The following are Molycorp's comments on the above referenced 
draft NPDES permit: 

1. Outfalls 004 and 005 discharge excess storm water runoff. 
It is Molycorp's position that these discharges are subject to 
EPA's storm water regulations, and are not subject to the 
categorical effluent limitations set forth in 40 C.F.R. Part 440, 
which apply to process wastewater discharges. See 40 C.F.R. -
122.16(b)(13) (defining "storm water"). Moreover, as required by 
the federal Clean Water Act, the EPA storm water program regulates 
only runoff that has come into contact with any overburden, raw 
material, waste products, etc. 33 U.S.C. - 1342(1); 40 C.F.R. -
122.26(b)(14). These types of discharges are regulated under 
either individual, group or, in certain cases, general permits. 55 
Fed. Reg. 47990 (Nov. 16, 1990); 57 Fed. Reg. 41236 (Sept. 9, 
1992). Molycorp is a member of the American Mining Congress 
Stormwater Group Permit Application, Part I of which was approved 
by EPA on March 10, 1993. Accordingly, Molycorp is in compliance 
with all applicable regulations governing discharges from Outfalls 
004 and 005, and hereby reserves its right to contest its proposal 
to regulate these discharges under its existing NPDES permit. 

Specifically, but without limitation, Molycorp objects to the 
application of the effluent limitations set forth in 40 C.F.R. Part 
440 and, in particular, to the proposed discharge limitation for 
Total Suspended Solids. Molycorp's data (which has been provided 
to EPA) shows that TSS concentrations during a storm event may 
exceed the proposed limitations. These levels of TSS are naturally 
occurring and are not attributable to Molycorp's mining operations; 
in most cases, the runoff does not even come into contact with the 
company's waste dumps. While Molycorp intends to implement 
appropriate measures to manage and control this runoff, in 



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
May 13, 1993 
Page 2 

accordance with EPA's storm water program, there can be no 
assurance that these measures will be effective to prevent an 
exceedance of the proposed TSS discharge limitation in the event 
of a major storm. 

2. Any acid mine drainage from Outfalls 004 and 005 will be 
diverted and retained in the underground mine, where it will be 
neutralized and its metal content will drop as it percolates 
through natural rock formations. This water will then be pumped 
from the underground mine to a tailings line and conveyed to the 
tailings impoundment area. 

Sincerely, 

David R. Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 

DRS:bjd 

cc: Fred Humke 
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MOLYCORP 
February 26, 1993 

United states Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6 
144S Ross Avenu«, 8uit« 1200 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 
Attention: Fred Humke, PC 

Senior Environmental Engineer 
Industrial Permits Section, 6W-PI 

Reference: NPDES Permit Holycorp 
NM0022306 Comments 

referenced Molycorp 
Dear Sir: 
The following comments addressing the 
dra£t NPDES permit are detailed below. 
1) The daily maximum TSS limitation is too low for Outfalls 

004 and 005. Although dikes, berms and other collection 
systems for retention of storm water above Outfalls 004 
and 005 will be improved or constructed, the natural 
terrain features due not allow for the construction and 
safe operation of storm retention structures large enough 
to handle a maximum or very heavy rainfall event; and 
during a severe event.there is no guarantee that no storm 
water discharge will occur. It is our position that storm 
water runoff should not be coveted by a process waste 
water permit. 

2) Under storm water runoff, Holycorp alfio requests a net 
effluent limitation adjustment to provide allowance for 
pollutants present in natural intake waters. 

3) Biomonitoring of dischatrged from outfall 002 should not 
be required on a montKJ)^ basis when there are no 
discharges from Outf^ll^y oOl, 004 and 005. Molycorp has 

fr 
provided EPA with sufzic 
Outfall 002. 
from Outfall 
Pat Head Minnows 

Moreov 
002 Is 

nt data on toxicity testing for 
1 data have shown that effluent 

-oxic to Ceriodaphnia Dubia and 
t/are required tests. 

Yours truly. 

David R. Shoemaker 
Hine Manager 

If 
\ 

• j ^ : 
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UNITED STATES J ^ 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTEfflOR 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Ecological Services 

Suite D, 3530 Pan American Highway, NE 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87107 

June 9, 1993 

ta,? n i 4̂ 
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Permit #DP93014 

Ernest Rebuclc, Director 
New Hexico Environment Department o -
Groundwater Section co 
P.O. Box 26110 2̂2 
Sanca Fe, New Mexico 87502 

Dear Mr. Rebuclc; 

This responds to the public notice dated May 3, 1993, regarding the efffpjts 
of granting State of New Mexico groundwater discharge permits on fish, .'1, 
shellfish, and wildlife resources in New Mexico. — 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has determined there are no 
wetlands or other environmentally sensitive habitats, plants, or animals 
that will be adversely affected by the following discharges. 

DP~93 Valle Vista Subdivision located eight miles southwest of 
Cienega Creek in Section 26, T16N, R8E, Santa Fe County, New Mexico. 

DP-535 Village of San Jon located in San Jon in Section 10, 
TION, R34E, Quay County, New Mexico. 

Regarding DP-168 Glorieta Baptist Conference Center, Section 27, T16N, 
RUE, Santa Fe County, New Mexico. The Center proposes to modify its 
discharge plan by enhanced treatment and discharge of up to 80,000 gallons 
of domestic wastewater into a lake. Domestic sewage can contain 
potentially toxic levels of orgsnic and inorganic constituents. The 
Service is also concerned that vegetation in the wetlands, either planted 
or naturally occurring, may offer an attractive food source for waterfowl, 
doves and other migratory birds. The Service recommends the vegetation and 
soil be tested periodically to screen for potentially toxic levels of 
contaminants, especially heavy metals. 

With regard to DP-933 Molycorp Questa Mine Tailings Disposal Site, the 
Service has the following comments on the issuance of a discharge peinnit 
for the discharge of 421,000 gallons per day of leachate from the existing 
Molycorp tailings dams. The facility is located one mile west of Questa in 
Sections 2,25,26,35,36, T29N, R12E, Taos County, New Mexico. The discharge 
consists of untreated stormwater and leftover mine tailings water that 
infiltrate through the molybdenum mine tailings. The water then enters the 
underlying aquifer or the Red River. 



Ernest Rebuck, Director 2 

The Service ia concerned with the potential adverse effects that untreated 
stormwater and mine tailings leachate may have on the aquifer, Red River, 
Red River State Fish Hatchery, and possibly, water quality in the Rio 
Grande. Zn addition to the aquatic resources of these areas, the whooping 
crane, bald eagle and peregrine falcon, endangered species are known to 
utilize the Rio Grande and Red River areas for nesting and/or feeding 
purposes. Two riparian species, the southwestern willow flycatcher, a 
Category 1 candidate and the New Mexico jumping mouse, a Category 2 
candidate species may also be found in the areas. 

The Service recommends that issuance of a permit be contingent upon the 
provision of information concerning any impacts to the aquatic community 
and other resources of the Red River. The Service also recommends that 
toxicity monitoring of the discharges cn a frequent basis be conducted to 
ensure that impacts do not occur. The toxicity tests that we recommend for 
monitoring the quality of water discharged from the Molycorp's mine 
facility are those described in your the Environmental Protection Agency's 
publication, "Short-term Methods for Estimating Chronic Toxicity of 
Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms."' Zn addition, we 
would appreciate receiving a copy of an annual summary of the data that 
results from this testing. 

Molycorp should also be advised that if toxic substances on-site or 
released from their facility, whether authorized by an NPDES permit or not, 
that result in adverse effects upon migratory birds, may be prosecuted 
under the strict liability enforcement provisions of the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA). The MBTA makes it unlawful for anyone at anytime or in 
any manner to pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, transport or possess any 
migratory birds unless authorized by a permit issued by the Department of 
the Interior. Zllegal take has been interpreted by the courts to include, 
among other things, accidental poisoning or accumulation of harmful levels 
of contaminants by migratory birds, even if the contamination event was 
accidental or the perpetrator was unaware of the fact that his/her actions 
(or failure to take action) could ultimately prove harmful to migratory 
birds. The strict liability enforcement provisions of the MBTA precludes 
the necessity of proving intent and permits criminal prosecution of 
persons, associations, partnerships, or corporations which inadvertently or 
intentionally "kill or illegally take" one or more migratory birds. 

Finally, we recommend that Molycorp be required to develop a mitigation 
plan to ensure ecological remediation and compensation in the event that 
adverse environmental impacts occur as a result of the discharge. 

'short-term Methods for Estimating Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and 
Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms. USEPA Office of Research and 
Development. December 1985. EPA/600/4-85-014 



Ernest Rebuck, Director 3 

Zf you have any questions concerning our comments, please contact Mary Orms 
at (505) 883-7877. 

Sincerely 

Fowler-Propst 
Field Supervisor 

cc: 

Director, New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, Santa Fe, New Mexico 
*^egional Administrator, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Dallas, Texas 
Regional Director'U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services, 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Ecological Services 

Sui te D, 3530 Pan Anerican Highway, NE 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87107 

J u n e 16 , 1993 

Mr. William J. LeMay, Director 
New Mexico Energy, Minerals, and 
Natural Resources Department 

Oil Conservation Division 
P.O. Box 2088 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-2088 

Dear Mr. LeMay: 

This responds to the notice of publication received by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (Service) on May 17, 1993, regarding effects of Oil 
Conservation Division discharge permit No. 1552 on fish, shellfish, and 
wildlife resources in New Mexico. 

The Sunterra Gas Processing Company has submitted a discharge plan renewal 
application for the Xutz Canyon Gas Plant located in SW/4 Section 12, NE/4 
Section 13, SE/4 Section 14, T28N, RllW, NMPM, San Juan County, New Mexico. 
The renewal application requests that 4,200 gallons of process waste water 
be permitted for disposal in a double lined evaporation pond equipped for 
leak detection. The Service is concerned that open ponds could prove an 
attractive nuisance to migratory birds. The Service recommends that 
Sunterra Company take the necessary steps to ensure that migratory birds 
can not gain access to process waste water in the evaporation pond.. Such 
steps could include screening or netting the pond to physically exclude 
migratory birds from the pond. 

The Sunterra Company should also be advised that if toxic substances in 
their process waste water evaporation pond adversely affect migratory 
birds, they may be held liable under the enforcement provisions of the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). The MBTA makes it unlawful for anyone at 
anytime or in any manner to pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, transport or 
possess any migratory birds unless authorized by a permit issued by the 
Department of the Interior. Illegal take has been interpreted by the 
courts to include, among other things, accidental poisoning or accumulation 
of harmful levels of conteu-tiinants by migratory birds, even if the 
contamination event was accidental or the perpetrator was unaware of the 
fact that his/her actions (or failure to take action) could ultimately 
prove harmful to migratory birds. The strict liability enforcement 
provisions of the MBTA precludes the necessity of proving intent and 
permits criminal prosecution of persons, associations, partnerships, or 
corporations which inadvertently or intentionally "kill or illegally take" 
one or more migratory birds. 



Mr. William J. LeMay, Director 2 

Zn regards to the Transwestern Pipeline Company modification of a 
previously approved discharge plan for its Eunice Compressor Station in Lea 
County, New Mexico, the Service has determined there are no wetlands or 
other environmentally sensitive habitats, plants, or animals that^will be 
adversely affected by the proposed permit modification. The modification 
consists of the addition of a soils landfarm for remediation of 
"non-hazardous oil contaminated soils." The Service advises that 
management practices be implemented on the soils landfarm that will avoid 
spills, leaks and other accidental discharges to the surface. The Service 
further recommends that the landfarm be managed to discourage plant growth 
that may prove an attractive nuisance to migratory birds and/or other 
wildlife. 

If you have any questions concerning our comments, please contact Joy 
Winckel or Mary Orms at (505) 883-7877. 

Sincerely, 

Supervisor 

cc: 
Director, New Mexico Department of Game and Fish/ Santa Fe, New Mexico 

v^^egional Administrator, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Dallas, Texas 
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3RUCEKING 
•.OVERNOR 

• ^ 

State of New Mexico 
ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 

Harold Runnels Building 
1190 St. Francis Drive. P.O. Box 26110 

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502 
(505) 827-2850 

JUDITH M. ESPINOSA 
SECRSTAJtY 

RON CURRY 
DEPUTY SECRSTAMY 

August 17, 1993 
AUG 1 9 1993 

6W-PS Ms. Karen A. P o t t s 
Streich, Lang, P.A. 
2100 First Interstate Bank Plaza 
100 West Washington St. 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003-1897 

Re: Molycorp, Inc. - NFDES Certification appeal 

Dear Ms. Potts: 

This confirms receipt of your waiver of the 90-day deadline for 
hearing in this matter, and receipt of your separate letter to me 
dated August 11, 1993. Thank you for confirming that it is not 
Molycorp's intent to keep its NPDES permit conditions in indefinite 
limbo. We believe that unless we can resolve the outstanding 
certification issues in some other way, a hearing must be held 
notwithstanding your waiver within a reasonable time dictated by 
the need for this process to move forward expeditiously. 

NMED is concerned about your consultant's proposal for sampling 
over an abbreviated time frame . As was discussed at the meeting, 
and as you and I briefly touched on by telephone last week, my 
clients feel that adeguate characterization of Molycorp's 
discharges will reguire a minimum of one year's study to take into 
account wide seasonal flow variations. 

Our suggestion for resolving this problem is that you either ask 
EPA to postpone issuance of Molycorp's new permit until the 
sampling study is completed, or that we settle your certification 
appeal by agreeing to a reopener clause in the new permit allowing 
the parties to revisit the issues you have raised once sufficient 
data have been collected. 

We will, as promised, expedite review of the sampling plan you 
submit. My clients wish to reemphasize however, that no sampling 



Ms. Karen A. Potts 
August 17, 1993 
Page 2 

plan can be approved unless it is technically reasonable and based 
on sound science. 

Sincerely, 

I ^ ' ^ J ^ ^ ^ 
RIPLEY B. HARWOOD 
Assistant General Counsel 

RBH:vmj 

cc: Kathleen Sisneros, Division Director - NMED Water and Waste 
Management Division 
Jim Piatt, Bureau Chief - NMED Surface Water Quality Bureau 
Glenn Saums, Section Chief - NMED-SWQB Permits Section 
Amanda Ashford, Esg. 
Bob Vickery, Section Chief - EPA Region VI Permits Branch -
Industrial Permits Section 
Ellen Caldwell>^PA Region VI Permits Branch - Permit Issuance 
Section 



RECORD OF 
COMMUNICATION 

PHONE CALL 

DISCUSSION 

CONFERENCE 

OTHER 

DATE: 12/93 

TIME: 

'dnhrrx^ TO: Fred Martinez (505) 586-0212 Ext. 3031 
Molycorp NM22306 

FROM: Maria Martinez (6W-PT) 

SUBJECT: Ceriodaphnia Test 

SUMMARY OF COMMUNICATION: 

I spoi<e to the permittee and to their consultant David Pillard (ENSR) about their Ceriodaphnia toxicity test. 
The third effluent sample demonstrated ambient toxicity. The permittee ran a performance control. The 
performance control met all test, acceptability criteria and there was no significant lethality at the critical 
concentration (18%). The permittee wanted to know if the test could be accepted under these conditions. 

CONCLUSION/ACTIONS TAKEN OR REQUIRED: 
I told the permittee that the test results would be acceptable since the performance control met test 
acceptability requirements. I also instructed the permittee to keep a full report of the test results for his 
records in case there was any questions on this test in the future. 

COPIES TO 

Permit File (NM2: 
TinrJM22306) 
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Mt\ kcrni 0 . HuBke, P .E . 
J»ne 13 . 1993 
Page 3 

«.uppoi-ts t h i s r e a s o n i i i t . Ifi'A i e c o r r e c t in uoLin({ thAt i n 
c a l c u l a t i n g t h e Ce v « l u e s svcti-agc e f f l u e n t . flowB, e f f l u e n t 
c o n c e n t r a L l o n a . and a a b i e n t s t r eam c o n c e n t r a c i o r i s were eoit-loyed. 
Tilt! NMEU has cnne ide red t h e i u i p L l r a t i o n s and provl ' lcd nl lowance for 
thfi use of averageu i.n t h e /n t«r iJB S u i d a n a c f o r Impiemtinttition of 
Water Q u a l i t y .Standards th rough SI'DKS P e r m i t s . 

The d r a f t r<>sponse s t a t e s : " ( a l t h r e e y e a r s c h e d u l e la c o n t u J e r o d 
r e a s o n a b l e by EPA jUuOHEfi" (efflphasla a d d e d ) . We r e q u e s t d e l e t i o n 
of the phrase "and NHED." NMEO has no t aiade a formal d e l e r m i n a t i c n 
in t h i s r ega rd a s would be Impl ied by t h e i n c l u a i o n of 3ui;h a 
Htutoioept., 

i r you have any q u e s t i o n s , p l e a s e c o n t a c t me a t (505) 827 OiBY o r 
Olenn Saums of ny t i t a f f a t (S05> 827 - 2 8 2 7 . 

^ - J i n P i a t t 
Chief 
Sur face Water Q u a l i t i ' bureau 
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Stale of New Mexico 
.._ imurii M. esMNiRiA 
ENVIRONMENT qEPARTMENl sicntrAnr 

1. BON fl-KKV 
vtruTrstCKBrMir 

.lune 15. 1993 

He. Fred 0 . Uumlce, l>.K. 
Industrial Permits Section 
U.S. Environnental Protection Agency 
1445 ROBS Ave. 
Dallas, Texas 7S2C20-2733 

Ke: Draft Kespouue to Comments - Molycorp, Inc. NH002230e 

Dear Mr. Humfce: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the. referenced docuneiiL. 
We greatly appreciate the your effort to comnMnleale with the State 
in these matters. We offer the following ooaments in the same 
order as they are presented in your draft. 

laauB Wo. 1 

In the draft response we believe the sentence: "(hjowever the 
i^rmltting activity has been advised that, beginning in f f 94, in 
order to elimiiiaLe this situation, in accordance with -10 CFR 
124.53(b) the States will be requested to provide certification or 
all applicable permit conditioaa prior to iiiitiaLiog peroiit 
drafting toy £PA" 2.» •u:i»'LevAnt and .laoppropriale i o the <Lat-J.<u'. Jix 
hand and should bb del'ited. Mow State certifications may or may 
noi. be baiicjlea in the future La a mai ter to bf; discussed by EPA and 
New Mexico Environmeiil Departuen' <NMKD) in another forum and rioen 
not relate to the Molycorp permit proposal. 

Issue Na. 2 

In t h e d r a f t statemerii. of Lhe I s s u e , t h e NMED's c o n d i t i o n of 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n I s m i s r e p r e s e n t e d . NMED s t a t e d I page 5 of t h e 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n ) ; 

[ b l e c a u a e the a c t of combining t h e compos i t e samples w i l l 
no t a s s u r e t h a t one ups t ream o u t f a l l wil I. not cause a c u t e 
o r c h r o n i c t o x i c i t y aa p r o h i b i t e d i n t h e [Water Q u a l i t y 
Stat t i lania l o r l a t c r a t a t e arui I n t r a a t a t e Streaias i n Mew 
Hexico §1-103 .0 A K. 1 , bioinonj.ttirji.pft ^ t each o u t f a l l i s 
r e n u i r e d MB tt «;uiidltlon of t h i s c e r t i f i c a t i o n , jrmphaaiii 
added) 

EPA'M proposed raapoaac t h a t t h e i r " p o i i v y " r e g a r d i n g r a q u l r i n e 
b iomon i to r ing does not app ly t o s to rm w a t e r d isc-harges and 

HjfftM )•. i.r,r.K BiiiMinK • •'IWt^ Fiancu Dnv" • jU>. Uox 2AI10 • Santa K..New Muu- u87J02 
iWJ) 1127-MM W F • I A.X <305) 827-»36 

i f 

/ • • / 

http://bioinonj.ttirji.pft


Til!I 1̂ . • J., 08:£0 El' yjPF'H'.L H W E P 

Mr. Fred O. Humke, H.E. 
June IS, JHVi 
Pitge 2 

therefore biomonitoring is not required at outfalls 004 & 005 is 
irrelevant since'this was a condition of state certification. The 
water quality stanaards, cited in the oertifIcation and abcve, do 
not discriminate between storm water and non-storm water 
discharges. These outfalls are permitted outfalls; discharges from 
these outfalls cannot result in wator quality standards vio.lations. 
Biomonitoring is a means to assure that the water (luality standards 
are attained. 

EPA's proposed reference to the NMED's previous certification is 
Immaterial since that certificatj.ot. was made prior to revisions to 
the water quality standards, and was applied to a permit which did 
not include outfalls 004 & UUG. 

We believe that the clarification naae regarding the definition of 
the discharge as "periodic mine titainage consisting only of all 
mine contacted surface stormwater runoff" is appropriate and 
helpful. 

laaue Wo. 3 

EPA suggests that NMED reconsider its position regarding water 
quality standards at outfall 811*12. N.*4E0 iuis reviewed its position 
on this matter and maintains the position set forth as a condition 
of Ita Viffrt̂ fiffTitiiTf --of thia permit. V^ -taeli«ve -it » 
inappropriate for the EPA to "look behind" the State's co-nditional 
certification In a public nctioe dc-cument as drafted in the 
proposed rosponso t n comments. While we appreciate tbe ^PA 
providing us a comparison as to liow the Stale of Texas implements 
their standards, it haa no bearing on the Slate of New Mexico. 

We bAlleve the application of tli<- effluent Hmlts at SUM2 aa a 
daily maximum ie appropriate UL chis time. New Mexico's numeric 
ttater quality standards (WQS) are "instantaneous values" or in 
other words shall not bc exceeded in any single sample. Examples 
supporting thiss intorpretation are as follow: 1) the water guality 
standards in SZ'Hi'-B segment specifio numeric standards are all 
expressed as "tiJn any single saaple ...;" and 2) in §3-101.K 
numeric standards for irrigation Are prwceded by the statement 
"[tihe following nuaerit- standards snail not be exceeded...." Ihi; 
only exception to r.he single sample- application is in regard to 
uhroalc criteria for fisherleti which is found - in WQS §3- ini 
footnote 3). 

It was an oversight on our cax-t thai the statement .In the Fact 
Sheet on page 6 of !0 rnftarding Co aa the ''allowable daily average 
effluent concentration" was nut ''iijck̂ d u y . " Becauue the numeric 
WQS are inatantaneous, we generally view the Ce as needing to be 
daily maximum. Our conrern about episodirt biologically threatening 
events has been previously expresrted in our >*.ertifIcation letter 

f'ifJ 
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Ms. Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Branch (6W-PS) 
U.S. EPA 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
Fax No. 214-655-6490 

VIA FAX 

Dear Ms. Caldwell: 

I am writing on behalf of Concerned Citizens del Norte to 
comment on the proposed NPDES permit for Molycorp, Inc., 
No. NM0022306. Concerned Citizens del Norte is a 
grassroots group based in Questa, New Mexico, which has 
worked for many years on environmental problems caused by 
the nearby Molycorp mine and tailings facility. Thank you 
for extending our comment deadline to May 25. 

COMMENTS REGARDING MINE DRAINAGE/STORMWATER RUNOFF 

Most of our comments relate to the new outfalls 004 and 
005, which are authorized to discharge "periodic mine 
drainage, including collected stormwater." We understand 
that Outfall 004 is to be located between the mine and mill 
site and the town of Questa (apparently in Goat Hill Gulch 
just above the river), while Outfall 005 is to be located 
at the mill site. Our comments are as follows: 

Daily average loading limits. Discharges from outfalls 004 
and 005 are subject to certain loading limits as part of 
Sum2, which aggregates the discharges from all four 
outfalls. These limits are expressed as daily averages. 
The use of a daily average limit appears inappropriate for 
Outfalls 004 and 005, since these points will primarily 
discharge stormwater and therefore will discharge at most 
a few days a month. By imposing only daily average limits, 
the permit would tend to allow highly toxic episodic 
discharges in otherwise dry months. Discharges from 
Outfalls 004 and 005 should also be subject to daily 
maximum loading limits. 

Biomonitoring requirements. The permit requires Whole 
Effluent Toxicity Testing, but the specified test 
procedures do not seem to allow an accurate assessment of 

2260 Baseline Road • Suite 200 • Boulder, Colorado 80302 • (303) 444-1188 • FAX (303) 786-8054 
100% Recycled Unbleached Paper 
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the toxicity of the effluent from Outfalls 004 and 005. First, the 
procedures call for a composite sample of effluent from all four 
outfalls. Such a composite sample is inappropriate, as several 
river miles separate Outfalls 004 and 005 from each other and from 
Outfalls 001 and 002. Moreover, while the permit language is not 
entirely clear on this point, it appears to allow the composite 
samples to be collected on days when Outfalls 004 and 005 are not 
discharging at all. The permit should require biomonitoring 
testing for individual samples of effluent from Outfalls 004 and 
005. 

Sum2 loading limitations. The permit contains no Sum2 loading 
limitations for certain metals which are the subject of 
concentration-based limits or Suml loading limits, such as copper, 
zinc, molybdenum and manganese. Past studies of the Red River have 
shown many of these metals to pose problems for the river's water 
quality and natural communities. The absence of such Sum2 limits 
reduces the permit's effectiveness in meeting the goals of the 
Clean Water Act and protecting the Red River. 

Compliance deadline/reopener clause. The permit requires Molycorp 
only to report its Sum2 loadings until June 30, 1996. It is not 
clear why Molycorp is given three years to come into compliance 
with the final Sum2 limitations; we would support a shorter 
deadline. In addition, we believe the permit should contain a 
reopener clause providing for revision of the Sum2 limits based on 
Molycorp's monitoring report. Such a reopener clause seems 
particularly appropriate in this permit, since the existing data on 
Outfalls 004 and 005 appear to be scant. 

COMMENTS REGARDING OUTFALLS 001 AND 002 

Loading limits inflated by Outfall 001 flow. Except for 
molybdenum, the permit's daily average loading limitations for Suml 
"are calculated and limited at OOC [?] based on the daily average 
concentration and a daily average flow of 4.726 MGD." Thus, the 
permit assumes an average discharge from Outfall 001 of 4.29 MGD. 
In fact. Outfall 001 is unlikely to discharge at all during the 
life of this permit. It discharged only a few days over the past 
five years, and the mine was operating during most of that time. 
Now the mine is closed and is not expected to reopen soon, if ever. 
Thus, to base loading limits on an average Outfall 001 discharge of 
4.29 MGD renders those limits largely meaningless. These inflated 
limits are especially troublesome with respect to manganese, for 
which the permit does not specify a concentration-based limit at 
Outfall 002. 

Cadmium limit. The Suml loading limit for total cadmium, expressed 
as a daily average, is 2.00 pounds per day. The corresponding Sum2 
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limit is 1.10 pounds per day. This must be a mistake. The Suml 
limit should be 1.10 pounds per day. 

COMMENTS REGARDING ISSUES NOT ADDRESSED IN THE PROPOSED PERMIT 

The permit does not address three potential sources of pollution to 
the Red River. None are typical point source discharges to surface 
water; rather, they involve the pollution of underground water 
sources which are, or may be, tributary to the Red River. 
Relevant case law indicates that these may be "point sources" 
subject to regulation under the NPDES program. These sources may 
pose greater problems and risks for surface water quality than for 
ground water. 

Existing seeps below the mine. The Red River is constantly 
polluted by one or more springs or seeps on its north bank just 
below the Molycorp mine. The condition of the river, particularly 
the streambottom, worsens visibly in this area and stays bad for 
several miles; the seeps appear to be a major contributor to the 
degradation of the river. If, as seems likely, the water issuing 
from these seeps is draining from the Molycorp mine and spoils 
piles, then these seeps should be regulated under the NPDES 
program. 

Filling of the deep underground workings. Molycorp has written in 
an August 10, 1992 letter to New Mexico Environment Secretary 
Judith Espinosa, that much of the water from the open pit and the 
spoils piles drains into the mine's upper underground workings. 
From there, the water drops through a "vertical drill hole" down to 
the deep underground workings which lie below the level of the 
river at that point. Molycorp has stated that if the water ever 
spills out from the underground workings it will be dealt with in 
accordance with the company's NPDES permit. This scenario raises 
two questions. First, does the proposed permit adequately address 
this possibility? Second, has EPA considered that the underground 
workings and the Red River may be hydrologically connected, and 
therefore that water from the underground workings could affect the 
river without reaching the surface? 

Uncaptured tailings seepage. Over the years, seepage from the 
Molycorp tailings facility has contained high levels of solids and 
sulfates and varying levels of metals. A 1989 Report by Molycorp 
consultant Vail Engineering notes that a significant part of the 
Molycorp tailings seepage is not being collected by the existing 
system leading to Outfall 002. The same report also notes that the 
seepage appears to be affecting springs near the River. Thus, EPA 
should address the problem of uncollected seepage through this 
permit because of the possible affects of such seepage of surface 
water. 



Ms. Ellen Caldwell 
May 25, 1993 
Page 4 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

Best regards. 

(eed D. Benson 
Staff attorney 
Land and Water Fund of the Rockies 

Attorneys for 
Concerned Citizens del Norte 
PO Box 1179 
Questa, NM 87556 
(505)586-1730 

P.S. Along with these comments I am transmitting two additional, 
sets of comments, one from Concerned Citizens del Norte themselves 
and one from Antonio Trujillo, a member of both Concerned Citizens 
del Norte and Amigos Bravos, a river protection group based in 
Taos. 
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Hs. Sllen Caldwell 
Permits Branch (6W-PS) ;'- y''-
U.S.EPA 
1445 Rosa Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Estlmada Hs, Ross, 

PleAse accept these comments oo behalf of the Concemed Citizens Del Norte 
on the proposed NPDES permit for Molycorp, Itic., No. NM0022306. Concerned 
Cltleens Del Horte is a conrnnoilty-based organization that has been monlcoring 
the environmental degradation caused rby.. the unregulated inining practices of 
Molycorp for the pact 20 years. 

While the fact that Holycorp is finally being required to apply for on NFDES 
permic on its discharges ia a positive step, the current penult application , 
does not cover all surface and groundwater discharges that we, aa meaibers of -
the affected cosammlty know exist. The Red. River right at and belocr the 
adne site iS' biologlvally. dead, we know this to be caused by seeps from the 
mine and all the slag tailings. The mine has pulled its underground pumps 
and is allowing Its underground workings to flood, wa know that In time this ' 
will seep into the Red River and because of tlie past mining explosions 
causing fractures will also contaminate Cabresto Creel̂  our only remaining 
clean water source. The above two cbncernw are not addressed in the- permit 
application. 
Another major concexn Is the seepage fromche mines tailings dump. Arecent 
court decision and setdement found the mine tailings responaible for 
contaminating groundwater beneath and around che dumps. We can show you where 
thereisssrface runoff flowing from che callings dump directly InM the Red 
River and acequias, our irrigation systen. Again, neither of the above 
concems are addressed In the permit application, 

VAiat the permit application does cover is totally unacceptable. IC is 
Incumbent for the BPA to measure the discharges by Molycorp accurately 
and effectively. By using the "daily average loading limltfi" , you would be .-
condoning Inappropriate measures and eyatemacic undercounting of contatninanCs. 
High levels of contaminants are discharged in storm runoff and not on a daily 
basla but by averaging on a dally basis this would bring down the Levels 
released which we know to he excessive during runoff. On the uae of Mhole 
Effluent testing, che use of composite samples from Outfalls miies from 
each Other will result In diluted findings and are again, Inappropriate, 
We request biomonitoring testing for individual samples from each Outfall. 
He also request that che final permit require loading limits for all Che metalf 
such as zinc, manganese, moly, lead, copper, etc., that are knomi Co be dischai 

We would appreciate a response co the above concerns and pleqae apprise UB of t 
scheduling of the public nearInge. 

Attentively, 

bel norce 

quejBCa, IIM 87556 
Plione 3 0 3 / 5 8 6 - 1 7 3 0 / f a x S86-1Z41 
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^ LAND AND WATER FUND OF THE ROCKIES %^^^(^^ 
BOULDER ENVIRONMENT CENTER 

2260 Baseline Road, Suite 200 
Boulder, Colorado 80302 "^ 2i 
PHONE: (303)444-1188 s . g . ^ , 

FAX: (303)786-8054 , ^ - ^ 

FACSIMILE COVER LETTER ^ ^ T*:^ 

Please deliver the following pages to: "^ m 

«£«• 

_ . 2?, 
1- r^ 

NAME: Ellen Caldwell DATE: 5/25/93 

COMPANY: Permits Branch 

FAX#: 214-655-6490 - ' 

FROM: Reed Benson 

COMPANY: 

TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES, INCLUDING FAX COVER PAGE: 7 

MESSAGE; Along with my comments for Concemed Citizens del Norte, I'm transmitting the 
group's own comments along with those of Antonio Trujillo. 

THANKS AGAIN for the extension. ^ 

\ 

if YOU DID NOT RECEIVE ALL THE>AGES, PLEASE CAtl, BACK AS SOON AS 
POSSIBLE. •™«- '̂ ^ 

/ PLEASE NOTE: This is privileggs a M confidential infon^tion, intended only for the 
f individual or entity named above./-^rjbu are not the addr^seie,- be advised that any 

dissemination, distribution or copyJpt^K comihunication is strict^ prohibited. If you have 
received this in error, please notify jus fmmediately. THANK VOU.\ 

Original (WILLJ^e sent. If sent, it will be sent: 

X Regular M^l Overiiighj; (Courier 

l:Vlaw\>dinin\4iffiet.\f<irnu>\f«£avcr.ltr i 

/ 
V -
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Ms. Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Branch (6W-PS) 
U.S. EPA 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202 
Fax No. 214-655-6490 

VIA FAX 

Dear Ms. Caldwell: 

I am writing on behalf of Concerned Citizens del Norte to 
cottiment on the proposed NPDES permit for Molycorp, Inc., 
No. NM0022306. Concerned Citizens del Norte is a 
grassroots group based in Questa, New Mexico, which has 
worked for many years on environmental problems caused by 
the nearby Molycorp mine and tailings facility. Thank you 
for extending our continent deadline to May 25. 

COMMENTS REGARDING MINE DRAINAGE/STORMWATER RUNOFF 

Most Of our comments relate to the nef outfalls 004 and 
005, which are authorized to dischai5ge "periodic mine 
drainage, including collected stormwater.'̂ ^̂ ^ We understand 
that Outfall 004 is to be located.betwfiea.-^e mine and mill 
site and the town of Questa (apparently in Goat Hill Gulch 
just above the river), while Outfall 005 is to be located 
at the mill site. Our comments are as follows: , 

Daily average loading 
and 005 are subj 
Sum2, which aggre 
outfalls. These ; 
The use of a daily 
outfalls 004 and 
discharge stormw 
a few days a mont 
the permits woul 

ts. Discharges from outfalls 004 
rtain loading limits as part of 
the discharges from all four 

are expressed as daily averages. 
e limit appears inappropriate for 
Lnce these points will primarily 
therefore will discharge at most 

imposing only daily average limits, 
to allow highly toxic episodic 

I:-

discharges '• in otherwise dry months. Discharges from 
Outfalls 004 and 005 should also be isubject to daily 
maximum loading limits. 

Biomonitoring requirements. The permit requires Whole 
Effluent Toxicity Testing, but the specified test 
procedures do not seem to allow an accurate assessment of 

FAX (303) 786-8054 2260 Baseline Road • Suite 200 • Boulder, Cotorado 80302 • (303)444-1188 
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the toxicity of the effluent from Outfalls 004 and 005. First, the 
procedures call for a composite sample of effluent from all four 
outfalls. Such a composite sample is inappropriate, as several 
river miles separate Outfalls 004 and 005 from each other and from 
Outfalls 001 and 002. Moreover, while the permit language is not 
entirely clear on this point, it appears to allow the conposite 
samples to be collected on days when Outfalls 004 and 005 are not 
discharging at all. The permit should reguire biomonitoring 
testing for individual samples of effluent from Outfalls 004 and 
005. 

$ijLm2 loading limitations. The permit contains no Sum2 loading 
limitations for certain metals which are the subject of 
concentration-based limits or Suml loading limits, such as copper^ 
zinc, molybdenum and manganese. Past studies of the Red Riyer have 
shown many of these metals to pose problems for tihe river's water 
quality and natural communities. The absence of such Sum2 limits 
reduces the permit's effectiveness in meeting the goals of the 
Clean Water Act and protecting the Red River. 

Compliance deadline/reooener clause. The permit requires Molycorp 
only to report its Sum2 loadings until June 30, 1996. It is not 
clear why Molycorp is given three years to come into compliance 
with the final Sum2 limitations; we would support a shorter 
deadline. In addition, we believe the permit should contain a 
reopener clause providing for revision of the Sum2 limits based on 
Molycorp's monitoring report. Such a reopener clause seems 
particularly appropriate in this permit, since the existing data on 
Outfalls 004 and 005 appear to be scant. 

COMMENTS REGARDING OUTFALLS 001 AND 002 

Loading limits inflated bv Outfall 001 flow. Except for 
molybdenum, the permit's daily aa^age loading limitations for Suml 
"are calculated and limited aV W C [?] based on the daily average 
concentration and a daily ayfewrae flow of 4.726 MGD." Thus, the 
permit assumes an average dlsc^prge from Outfall ooi of 4.29 MGD. 
In fact. Outfall ooi is unljjmy to discharge at all during the 

, life of this permit. It d/sdapS-ged only a few days over the past 
five years, and the mine w^^pperating during most of that time. 
Now the mine is closed and As^not expected to reopen soon, if ever. 
Thus, to base loading limits,on an average Outfall 001 discharge of 
4.29 MGD renders those limits largely meaningless. These inflated 
limits are especially troublesome with respect to manganese, for 
which the permit do6s not specify a concentration-based limit at 
Outfall 002. 

Cadmium limit. The Suml loading limit for total cadmium, expressed 
as a daily average, is 2.00 pounds per day. The corresponding Sum2 
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limit is 1.10 pounds per day. This must be a mistake. The Suml 
limit should be 1.10 pounds per day. 

COMMENTS REGARDING ISSUES NOT ADDRESSED IN THE PROPOSED PERMIT 

The permit does not address three potential sources of pollution to 
the Red River. None are typical point source discharges to surface 
vater; rather, they involve the pollution of underground water 
sources which are^ or may be, tributary to the Red River. 
Relevant case law\indicates that these may be "point sources" 
subject to regulation under the NPDES program. These sources may 
pose greater problems pnd risks for surface water quality than for 
ground water. 

.:gxisting seeps below the mine. The Red River is constantly 
polluted by one or more springs or seeps on its north bank just 
below the Molycorp mine. The condition of the river, particularly 
the streambottom, worsens visibly in this area and stays bad for 
several miles; the seeps appear to be a major contributor to the 
degradation of the river. If, as seems likely, the water issuing 
from these seeps is draining from the Molycorp mine and spoils 
piles, then these Igeeps should be regulated under the NPDES 
program. "i 

Filling of the deep underground workings. Molycorp has written in 
an August 10, 1992 letter to New Mexico Environment Secretary 
Judith Espinosa, that much o^-the water from the open pit and the 
spoils piles drains into the mine's upper underground workings. 
From there, the water drops through-a "vertical drill hole" down to 
the deep underground workings which lie below the level of the 
river at that point. Molycorp has stated that if the water ever 
spills out from the underground workings it will be dealt with i.n 
accordance with the company's NPDES permit. This scenario raises 
two questions. First, does the oJoposed permit adequately address 
this possibility? Second, hasjWf}^ considered that the underground 
workings and the Red River jnawpbe hydrologically connected, and 
therefor© that water from th« uStferground workings could affect the 
river without reaching the Juj^ice?. 

Uncaptured tailings seepaifteî y Over the years, seepage from the 
Molycorp tailings facilitymas contained high levels of solids and 
sulfates and varying levels Jbf metals. A 1989 Report by Molycorp 
consultant Vail Engineering notes that a significant part of the 
Molycorp tailings seepage is not being collected by the existing 
system leading to Outfall 002. The same report also notes that the 
seepage appears to be affecting springs near the River. Thus, EPA 
should address the problem of uncollected seepage through this 
permit because of the possible affects of such seepage of surface 
water. 
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Thank you for considering these comments. 

Best regards, 

<eed D, Rehson 
Staff attorney 
Land and Water Fund of the Rockies 

Attorneys for . 
Concerned Citizens del Norte 
PO Box 1179 
Questa, NM 97555 
(505)586-1730 

P.S. Along with these comments I am transmitting two additional 
sets of comments, one^from Concerned Citizens del Norte thdmselves 
and one from Antonio Trujillo, a member of both Concerned citizens 
del Norte and Amigos Bravos, a river protection group based in 
Taps. " 

1/ 
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Hs. Sllen Caldwell 
PeamtB aranoh <Wir-fs> . . ' - 'JV. 
U.S.EPA 
1445 ROBS ^feenoe 
Qal las , TX 75802 

ZBtiiaaAB, Ka. !U>aa, 

Please accept these coahnents on behal f of the Concerned C£tlsten» D?l Sort© 
on the propoaetJ H^BBS pettult for Wolycorp. I n c . , Ho. I!IM0022306. Coheeniad 
Ci t izane Del Hdrte l a a ccttinuntiqr'-baefctl cxganliietlon t h a t has b«en tnoalroring 
tihe ^ iv i raas iea ta l ctegTBdatlon ««tt«ed "liy- the Tjnregulared ninl t tg o r a « t l c e s of 
Molycorp for the pact 20 yeare. 

Irtilla th« f ac t t h a t KoJyoorp t e f i n a l l y be ing requ i red t o apply fo r an UPDBS 
perodc or; S-t6 dificha:rgea i s a p o s i t i v e s t e p , the cur ren t penu l t a p p l i c a t i o n , 
does not covftt a l l surface and jfroraidsrater d ischarges t h a t we, as members of -: 
the affected cotnaffilty kaair e x l e t . The Red. River r i g h t a t and he lov t h e 
mine a i t e i a b iologi t ra l ly . dead, we know t h i s t o he caused by seeps froq the 
odxto and a l l the gla^ t a i l i n g e . The min^ has pu l led i t s ttfiderground puu^a ,-, 
snd Is allcMrlng i t s imderground worlctngs t o f lood, we 'kacv thAt ltt time t h l a ;.' 
w i l l seep in to the Red River afid because of the pas t mining e^cplo^lona 
causing f r ac tu r e s v i l l a l so eontciiiii2iate Cabreato Creeif. our only reibatnlrig 
clean v a t e r source. "She above t^>o concernv are noc addressed In the, percSit 
appl icat ion. . 
Aiotber najor concexn l a the seepage fromthe mines c a l l i n g s dump. Arecent 
court deols lon and seee lesea t Sound the mine t a i l i n g s reepons ib ie fox 
contsa lna t lug . groundvater benaath atid around the dninp«. We CBD show you wbere 
the re laee r face rxuioff f lovlag frffis the t a i l i n g s dump d i r e c t l y I n M the Red 
River and BC;eqalaBi our i n r l s a t l o n s y s t e n . Again» t to l thar of tfaa above 
ooneerne a r e sddreeaed in the p e n a i t a p p l l e a t l o n , 

what the pena i t app l ica t ion does cover i s c o t a l l v unacceptahle . I t Ls 
incui4>eiit for the SPA t o measure ' the dischargee py Molycorp a c c u r a t e l y 
snd e f f e c t i v e l y . By u s l i ^ the " d a l l y average loading l i m i t a " , you would be • 
condo&ln.g inappropr ia te OJeasures and systematic undercouatixig of con taa inan te . 
High l e i e l a of contanilnaiits a re dlscbaxged In stonn runoff and no t on a d a l l ^ 
basie but^ by averaging on a d a i l y ^ .Pib- t h i s «ould brlt«£ doun the Levels 
re leased shlch ve vnav t o be exceeeutfa during runoff. Oa t h e uee of \ihole 
Effluent Xeatmgt the use of conpp'sl/w G>-'Ut<ple$ frasi Ou t f a l l s mSbes f roa 
each other v i l l r e s u l t In dlLutfib'l)g»»lngs and ax& again , laapproprl^Ce. 
te request blooKmitoring t e e t l n £ lOw ind iv idua l eaiwleB from eacb -Out fa l l . 
He a l so reques t t h a t the t ina l fpsmMt r e q u i r e loading l i m i t s for a l l the oe ta lc 
such aa slAC, oanganeee, i n c l y / l g K f f copper , e t c . , t ha t a r e Juionn t o be dlschaz 

Ue would apprec ia te a responw' » / 7 ^ e above concents and pleq&e apiprlse u s of t 
schedtilln^ of the publ ic h^wj^ t tH 

[ J A t t e n t i v e l y , 

JEoneari&d'^Cl.tl^seaB' De l Vlort« 
P.O. »ox 1179 
Que#ea, NM 07556 

Fhoae SOS/SB6-1730/fax S86-IZ41 

mY-24-1993 i i : 3 B i P-®^ 

file:///ihole
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Af i lGQS BRAVOS. Box 236. TOPS NM 67571 g u i ^ H ! ^ ^ / 

£AK TRANSMITTAL ^ 7 

From: \p^ f ^ " ^ ^ ' 1 : ^ Fax#: (505)756-3674 

W^ only f\8ve one line for both phone and fax so when 
returning fax please call f i rst . 
Number of pages including cover sheet:,,,' 

Dear Ms. Ellen Celdwell: 

It has come to our attention today that Molycorp has made an application 
for NPDES permits ot two new outfalls ot their Goat Hin millsite. We 
were elso informed that today is the deadline for comments. 

Amigos Bravos has been in communication with EPA over the pest five 
years concerning the Molycorp mine pollution of the Red River. So it came 
as a surprise thet we had not been informed by EPA of Ons latest 
development. Amigos Bravos would like to study ano submit comments on / 
this permit application. We ere requesting a copy of the NPDES draft. • T v 
permit and for an opportunity to offer our insights. 

Amigos Bravos is aware of the complexity of the Issues i n v ^ e d and the • * 
need for the puWic to be fully informe^iof the stipulatioftsand 
implications of the permit. We therTewe ask, on behalf of our 600 
members, that a public hearing X>^'^m\x\ Questa on this NPDES.permit. 

Thenl< you for tal<ing these two/(§<||ests into consideration. Also, please 
mel<e sure that we are includec^jlr/whatever mailing l ist you have of 
organizations requesting to be Kept informed of Molycorp actions. 

Sincerely, ^ K < ^ f e c b -

B'-1«"S'iie1ds U W ^ ^IvNv. •Uu<^xx^. 
^Projects D'Hcior ^ ^> O ' ^ J. , 
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6W 0^-r 
A. W i l f r e d R a e l 

P . O . Box 6 0 3 
Quest^flnr-Jiew M e x i c o 8 7 5 5 6 

Ms. Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Branch (6w-t>S) 
U.S Environraeatal Protection Agency 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Re: NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 

Dear Ms. Caldwell; 
Enclosed please find a copy of the Comments 1 am sending 

in the ,mail that will be postmarked today. As I mentioned 
before when I requested an extension of time f6r romments, 
there are several other (>eople that have sent r.oaunents under 
the .same extension of time I requested they are as follows: 

Roberto Vigil - Questa. New Mexico 
Linda Rael-Vigil - Questa, New Mexico 
Penelope Rael - Questa, New Mexico 
/tmi^os Bravos - Tnn?i, New Mexico 
Water Information Network - Albuquerque, New Mexico 

Their comments will also be po.stmarked today. 

Ms. Caldwe! 1, we. aj»preeiate your patience in grantine our 
request and we look.forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 

4'df^A^ 
A.Wilfred Rael 

i 
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Thi» permit requires MolyCorp only to report its Sum^ 
loadings until June 30, 1996, it does not require compliHncc. 
Compliance should be re^uirRd iminedia-tely. "" 

Ms. Caldwell, we îre confident tbat EP'A-W4-i4 oi«Jj>̂ p to 
it's responsibilities in proteding the Red Riy.e^ ̂ancl the Rio 
Grande (Wild and Scenic Rivers aa designa lij^ T>1^ Cqa^ress) 
from MolyCorp's discharges. The futarc of our tjliild̂ n̂ And, 
our community is at 'stake here and w,e are depending on you for 
our protection. 

On the basis of the above issues rnised, I request a 
public hearing on MolyCorp's NPDES Permit No. NM002^30G 
Application. ~ ^ 

Respectfully Submitted. 

^ ^ ^ 

A. Wilfred Rael 

i 
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A Wilfred Rael 
P.O. Box 603 

Questa, New Mexico 87556 

of the United States 

May 25, 1993 

Res Application to Discharge to Waters 
NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 
Draft Permit 

Ms. Ellen Caldwel1 
Permits Branch (6W- PS) 
li-iS Envi ronmentn I ProtecTt tbn Agfency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
D a l l a s , Texas 75202-2733 
(214) 655-7513 

Dear Ms. Caldwel1; 

W G appreciate your extenriing the time limit for 
submitting out comments till May 25, 199.3. Thank you. 

I have lived in Questa, New Mexico, in an area ;ilang, the 
north bank of the Red River all my life. Currently, I own 
land and use waters from the Red River for irrigation. I was 
15 years old when Moly Corp went from a small underground 
operation to an open pit mine in 1965. I witnessed many of 
the spills that occurred after the expansion began. I saw the 
Red River go from a beautiful mountain stream, full nf life. 
\ . j a polluted. dead river. The water looks like it's 
discharged from a washing machine (Blue). According to many 
studies that have been performed by State and Federal 
Agencies, at least 8 miles of the Red River from MolyCorp to 
Lama Canyon is essentially . i3t biologically dead reach. This 
dead LutiB pf the Red River 
continual metal loading from "a 
a number uf locations alon 
reach begiitning below the 
about the Questa Ranger D 
goethermal scars on the ro 
for wk«4 hao happonafl t 
Strongly fee 
alat e ond f 
were in my 
way. If you studied 

;I that I lie uinra 
'cdorul asonoii 
iiituation I a 

due in greatest mea.siipe to 
dy state" seeps issuing from 

V6 mile section of the middle 
orp mill and persisting until 

ct. The mine claims thai the 
n along the river are to blame 

river. this is " joke! I 
t o b l a m o a n d t h o j r A f f l i c i i n e ' O l i r 

i n gpt away with murder. If you 
'ani' sure, that you would feel the same 

the records and you investigated the 
problem further , you would probably also draw 
conclusion. 

the same 

->4. 

MolyCorp Inc. is currently applying for permits for two 
new outfalls 004 and 006, EPA made an error in plane 
COOroinaies /or wulfall 004 (,:.:.•-« « p'>int nn thft Din C r t t n A c , 
There was also nOj*descript ion of these discharge points which 
made it very difficult to make an assessment of thnse permit 
application. II is good that EPA has reclassified use of +he 

• % 

I -
ir 

• : .V 
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DuK to the nature of the «oilBi (vppy porou.<s) between the 
mine and the Red River most of their discharges frnm the open 
pit mine (about 2 1/2 miles wide by 1/2 mile deep) flow into 
the Red River ^beloW the surface of the ground, th^y must he 
required to get these discharges permitted bec;inNe, they 
created thla collection system (open pit). The current NPnE*^ 
application ' does not consider these discharges. The o' 
<4inderi|round workings are next to the-Red River and below th«> 
open -xjlt^mine. This collection system, that they developed flfl a 
reî Ult*; Of^ the open pit mine seeps through these old workings 
and flows, to the Red River and is not permitted. 

The Clean Water Act prohibits the discharge of pollutant.s 
froin any > point source to the waters of the United States. It 
-ftay be argued that the MolyCorp's open pit and approximately 5 
sq.uare miles of disturbance arc not "point sources". In Si ftr r a 
Club v. Abaton Construction Co.. Inc.. C20 P.2d '41 ((5th Cir. 
1980), EPA uigiicd that • mining pits and collection ponds are 
point sources, and thai ee'epage from such facilities 
constitutes a point source discharge. The court agreed. 
MolyCorp's NPDES permit docs not inolude these discharge.*!. 

There is also . a potential danger in the filling of ^e 
current underground workings because the^e polliit«>rl wa ers 
will seep into the Red River before they reach the surfanp.. 
This has not been properly addressed in this appliration. 

The current application overes t imat e.5 the flow from 
outfall 001 based on DMRs from the period of mine operation 

ere is little or no flow once the mine is inoperfltive 
tt̂ iiw) this mistake allows unnecessary discharge ui<<' 
limits for manganese and molybdenum. This,have been tw« 

Jsaa&X. significant pollutants from the mine? this is i t 
there are no concentration based limits for these a.. 
overestimate of flow from 001 gives the mine huge leewny i 
meet, these mass limits. The same is true fnr cobalt, 
selenium, beryllium, silver, chlordane a,nd chlorine whirh are 
piolced up under SUM2. EPA shouLd have concentration limits for' 
all of theae. The absence ô t̂ fiich limits reduces the pprmit's 
effectiveness in meeting thqZjgoaIs of the Clean Water Ac* nrrl 
pr'otecting the Rr ' ' \ ' \ H 6 T . I If/a' 

Draft pcrroi Pro^^^aj* ' for insufficient monitorini , 
discha.ges from ou t f al Î ' MPJF and 002, there should be daily 

^ monitoring for c f f<.Lu?ĵ î J that have concentration limits. 
Otherwise, episodic Iprm^i I releases of pollutants will not he 
accounted for, thia cpmpounds outfall OOl's overestimatinn 
problem. 

Draft permit whole effluent toxicity tR.«;ting generally 
allows too much dilution of mixture for testing, a mixt\ire of 
36% "should be used for most tests. The permit should requirp 
biomonitoring testing for individual samples of effluent from 
all outfalls. Composite sampling should not be done hpraii5;n 
there is a large distance between the outfalls. 

\. 

î y 
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This permit requires MolyCorp only to report its Sum?, 
loadings until June 30, 199S, it does not require romplianre. 
Compliance should be required immediately. 

Ms. Caldwell, we ara confident that EPA will own up to 
it's responsibilities in protecting the Red River and the Rio 
Grande (Wild and Scenic Rivers as designated by Congres.'s) 
'from MolyCorp's discharges. The future of our children and 
our community is at stake here and we are depending on yoji for 
our protect ion. 

On the basis of the above issues raised, I request a 
public hearing on MolyCorp's NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 
Application. 

Respectfully Submitted. . 

/7^^^>^^"^ 
(*<>.. 

A. Wilfred Rael 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 6 

1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE UOO 
DALLAS, TEXAS 75202-3733 

August 26, 1992 

Mr. David Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 
Molycorp, Inc. 
P. O. Box 469 
QaesXi, New Mexico 87SS6 

Re: NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 

Dear Mr. Shoemaker: 

Consistent with our convwsation of August 25, 1992,1 am requesting tfaat your reapplication be 
based on tfae most sensitive test metfaods under 40 CFR 136. To assist you in tfais process I faave 
enclosed a copy of our document entitled "Region 6 Development of Minimum (Quantification 
Levels." This document specifies test metfaods for some, but not all, of tfae parameters of concem for 
your reissued permit. 

As we discussed, die application of New Mexico Water (Quality Standards (WQS) is new for tfais 
permit. We do not faave water quality information on the Red River above Molycorp's disdiarges. 
We request tfaat you provide us witfa ambient in-stream concentrations in Segment No. 2-120 of die 
Red River, above tfae point of influence by your Outfall No. 002, for tfae following water quality 
parameters: 

Total Arsenic 
Total Cadmium 
Total Cyanide 
Total Lead 
Total Zinc 
Total Aluminum 
Total Boron 
Total Chromium 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium 
Total Vanadium 
Ra 226 + Ra228 (m pCi/1) 
Total Beryllium 
Total Nickd 
Total Silvo-
Un-ionized Ammonia (as N) 

Page 1 
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Total Residual Chlorine 
Total Inorganic Nitrogen (as N) 
Total Organic Carbon 
Total Pfaospfaorus (as P) 

All of tfaese parameters sfaould also be addressed undw die reapplication for Out£alIs 001 and 002 in 
addition to the other technology parameters. In addition, we request tfaat you provide us witfa ambient 
instream water quality levds for faardness, as CaCo3, and Total Suspended Solids (TSS). Hiese last 
two parameters are important for our calculation of in-stream concoitrations associated widi die 
receiving stream uses addressed under New Mexico WQS. 

I have requested diat our Issuance Section provide you witfa die ^propriate 2q)pIication Forms 1, 2C 
and 2F. Please contact Jenaie Franke at (214) 655-7190 if ihete are any questions on diese. Also, I 
faave discussed your Storm Water questions with Paulette Jofansey, wfao can be readied at (214) 655-
7175. She plans to contact you on tfais matter. If you plan to iq>ply for any of diese storm water 
discfaarges undia: individual p^mits, please provide us witfa tfae ^propriate Forms 2F witfa yoiu: 
reapplication. 

We request tfaat you provide us witfa tfae re^plication at die earliest possible time, but no later tfaan t 
December 20, 1992. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at Q14) 655-7180. 

Sinc^d) 

r^ 
Tred Humke, P.E. 
Industrial Pennits Section, 6W-PI 

Enclosure 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR - G&OLCGaCAL SURVEY - NEW MEXICC 0 2 / 1 7 / 9 3 

STATION NUMBER 05265000 RED RIVER NEAR QUESTA N. MEX. STREAM SOURCE AGENCY USGS 
LATITUDE 3 6 4 2 1 2 LONGITUDE 1053404 DRAINAGE AREA 1 1 3 . 0 0 DATUM 7 4 5 1 . 9 2 STATE 35 COUNTY 055 

OISCHARGtr CUBIC FEET PER SECOND 
DAILY MEAN VALUES 

1972 
TOTAL 
KEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
2C4.9 
6.61 
3.0 
5.2 
406 

FEB 
214.4 
7.39 
8.6 
6.0 
425 

MAR 
414.9 
13.4 

19 
6.8 
823 

APR 
588 

19.6 
26 
12 

1170 

MAY 
970 

31.3 
45 
21 

192Q 

JUN 
909 
30.3 
41 
17 

1800 

JUL 
480 

15.5 
25 
11 

952 

AUG 
366.8 
11.8 
19 

9.1 
728 

SEP 
300.4 
10.0 

15 
5.8 
596 

OCT 
245.9 
7.93 

13 
4.9 
488 

NOV 
244.0 
8.13 

11 
5.0 
484 

DEC 
123.8 
3.99 
5.0 
3.3 
246 

CAL YR 1972 TOTAL 5 0 6 2 . 1 MEAN 1 3 . 8 MAX 45 MIN 3 . 3 AC-FT 10040 

1973 
TOTAL 
N.E AN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
2 1 . 3 
2 . 9 1 

5 .5 
2 . 6 
241 

FEB 
161 .8 

5 . 7 8 
7 . 1 
4 . 5 
321 

MAR 
2 0 8 . 3 

6 . 7 2 
8 . 0 
5 . 5 
413 

APR 
5 4 5 . 7 

I S . 2 
63 

6 . 0 
1080 

MAY 
4972 
160 
289 
42 

9860 

JUN 
6926 
231 
314 
185 

13740 

JUL 
3558 
115 
203 
56 

7060 

AUG 
1134 
36.6 

54 
25 

2250 

SEP 
627 

20.9 
28 
18 

1240 

OCT 
5 6 2 

1 8 . 1 
21 
15 

111C 

NOV 
3 5 7 . 4 

11 . 9 
16 

6 . 0 
709 

DEC 
1 9 5 . 5 

6 . 3 1 
8 . 6 
4 . 2 
388 

CAL YR 1973 TOTAL 1 9 3 6 9 . 0 KEAN 5 3 . 1 MAX 314 MIN 2 . 6 AC-FT 38420 

1974 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
2 5 4 . 5 

8 . 2 1 
11 

5 .5 
505 

FEB 
2 0 9 . 5 

7 . 4 8 
10 

5 . 0 
416 

MAR 
2 9 5 . 8 

9 . 5 4 
12 

6 . 8 
557 

APR 
4 0 7 . 8 

1 3 . 6 
24 

9 . 0 
809 

MAY 
1130 
3 8 . 1 

50 
22 

2340 

JUN 
1638 
54.6 
122 
32 

3250 

JUL 
747 

24.1 
33 
18 

1480 

AUG 
758 

24.5 
49 
14 

1500 

SEP 
365 

12.2 
16 
10 
724 

OCT 
363. S 
11.7 

15 
9.3 
722 

NOV 
276.6 
9.22 

13 
3.5 
549 

DEC 
12C.2 
3.88 
4.7 
3.3 
238 

CAL YR 1974 TOTAL 6 6 1 6 . 3 MEAN 1 8 . 1 MAX 122 MIN 3 .3 AC-FT 13120 

1975 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

CAL YR 

1976 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
144.0 
4.o5 
6.4 
3.5 
286 

1975 

JAN 
309.1 
9.97 

12 
6.0 
613 

FES 
173.2 
6.19 
8.1 
4.8 
3 44 

TOTAL 15650 

FEB 
296.3 
10.2 

14 
7.0 
5 88 

MAR 
246.7 
7.96 

11 
6.7 
459 

.6 MEAN 

MAR 
360.7 
11 .6 

16 
8.0 
715 

APR 
756.1 
25.2 
78 

8.7 
1500 

42.9 MAX 

APR 
1028 
34.3 

70 
12 

2040 

MAY 
3669 
IIS 
162 
42 

7280 

190 MIN 

MAY 
2988 
96.4 
130 
63 

5930 

JUN 
4648 
155 
190 
120 

9220 

3.4 AC-

JUN 
3256 
109 
157 
60 

6460 

JUL 
2720 
87.7 
121 
45 

5400 

•FT 31040 

JUL 
1293 
41.7 

60 
27 

2560 

AUG 
1128 
36.4 
47 
25 

2240 

AUG 
753 

24.5 
50 
15 

1490 

SEP 
958 

31.9 
54 
22 

1900 

SEP 
448 

14.9 
20 
12 

839 

OCT 
59G 

19.0 
22 
16 

1170 

OCT 
376.2 
12.1 

16 
9.3 
746 

NOV 
355.9 
11.9 

17 
4.2 
706 

NOV 
242.6 
8.C9 
9.8 
3.0 
481 

DEC 
261.7 
8.44 

12 
3.4 
519 

DEC 
15G.2 
4.85 
7.0 
4.5 
298 

CAL YR 1 9 7 6 TOTAL 1 1 5 0 1 . 1 MEAN 3 1 . 4 MAX 157 MIN 3 . 0 AC-FT 22810 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR - G.eOLOGlCAL SURVEY - NEW MEXICO 02/17/93 

STATION NUMBER 08265000 RED RIVER NEAR QUESTA N. MEX. STREAM SOURCE AGENCY USGS 
LATITUDE 364212 LONGITUDE 1053404 DRAINAGE AREA 113.00 DATUM 7451.92 STATE 35 COUNTY 055 

DISCHARGE/ CUBIC FEET PER SECOND 
DAILY MEAN VALUES 

1977 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
136.6 
4.41 
5.5 
3.0 
271 

FES 
134.8 
4.81 
6.5 
3.5 
267 

MAR 
158.4 
5.11 
6.0 
4.0 
314 

APR 
300.5 
10.0 
19 
4.0 
596 

MAY 
680 

21.9 
29 
17 

1350 

JUN 
680 
22.7 
34 
14 

1350 

JUL 
832 

26.8 
37 
18 

1650 

AUG 
664 
21.4 
49 
13 

1320 

SEP 
533 

17.8 
35 
13 

1060 

OCT 
428 

13.S 
23 
11 
849 

NOV 
326.9 
10.9 

16 
8.0 
648 

DEC 
270.0 
8.71 

11 
7.0 
536 

CAL YR 1977 TOTAL 5 1 4 4 . 2 MEAN 1 4 . 1 MAX 49 MIN 3 .0 AC-FT 10200 

1978 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
'̂IN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
2 80.3 
9.04 

10 
7.0 
556 

FEB 
265.6 
9.49 

11 
7.5 
527 

MAR 
298.4 
9.63 

12 
7.3 
592 

APR 
833 
27.8 
40 
16 

1650 

MAY 
2221 
71 .6 
105 
28 

441C 

JUN 
2659 
88.6 
107 
59 

5270 

JUL 
1026 
33.1 

55 
23 

2040 

AUG 
518 

16.7 
22 
13 

1030 

SEP 
264.4 
8.81 

12 
6.8 
524 

OCT 
280.2 
9.04 

13 
6.5 
556 

NOV 
315.5 
10.5 
17 

7.3 
626 

DEC 
149.8 
4.83 
g.8 
2.5 
297 

CAL YR 1978 TOTAL 9 1 1 1 . 2 MEAN 2 5 . 0 MAX 107 MIN 2 . 5 AC-FT 18070 

1979 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
184.6 
5.95 
9.2 
4.0 
366 

FEB 
186.1 
6.65 
8.6 
5.0 
369 

MAR 
315.0 
10.2 

14 
6.3 
625 

APR 
1888.2 

62.9 
145 
9.2 

3750 

MAY 
8262 
267 
550 
118 

16390 

JUN 
12137 
405 
557 
298 

24070 

JUL 
5322 
172 
335 
91 

10560 

AUG 
2029 
65.5 

86 
43 

4020 

SEP 
914 

30.5 
41 
24 

1810 

OCT 
715 

23.1 
26 
21 

1420 

NOV 
468.8 
15.6 

22 
6.7 
930 

DEC 
419.0 
13.5 

18 
7.0 
£31 

CAL YR 1979 TOTAL 3 2 8 4 0 . 7 NEAN 9 0 . 0 MAX 557 MIN 4 . 0 AC-FT 65140 

1980 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
3 9 1 . 5 

1 2 . 6 
15 

6 . 6 
777 

FEB 
3 5 5 . 5 

1 2 . 3 
14 

9 . 0 
705 

MAR 
398 

1 2 . 8 
15 
11 

789 

APR 
7 7 2 . 8 

2 5 . 8 
54 

9 . 8 
1530 

MAY 
4030 

130 
253 

46 
7990 

JUN 
5984 

199 
278 
135 

11870 

JUL 
2101 
6 7 . 8 

130 
37 

4170 

AUG 
895 

2 8 . 9 
42 
19 

1780 

SEP 
656 

21 . 9 
44 
16 

1300 

OCT 
48G 

1 5 . 5 
23 
13 

952 

N O V 
2 9 0 . 1 

9 . 6 7 
15 

4 . 5 
575 

DEC 
30C.5 

9 . 6 9 
12 

4 . 9 
596 

CAL YR 1980 TOTAL 1 6 6 5 4 . 4 MEAN 4 5 . 5 MAX 278 MIN 4 . 5 AC-FT 33030 

1981 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
M I N 
AC-FT 

JAN 
1 7 4 . 3 

5 . 6 2 
9 . 9 
2 . 8 
346 

FEB 
1 4 5 . 6 

5 . 20 
6 . 4 
4 . 0 
2 89 

MAR 
1 7 4 . 1 

5 . 6 2 
7 . 6 
4 . 0 
345 

APR 
3 8 8 . 1 

1 2 . 9 
22 

4 . 0 
770 

MAY 
749 

2 4 . 2 
33 
18 

149C 

JUN 
943 

31.6 
47 
16 

1880 

JUL 
486 

15.7 
24 
11 

964 

AUG 
522 

16.8 
28 
11 

1040 

SEP 
453 

15.1 
18 
13 

899 

OCT 
427 

1 3 . 8 
19 
12 

847 

N O V 
395 

1 3 . 2 
15 
10 

783 

DEC 
3 1 1 . 4 

I C O 
13 

5 . 4 
618 

CAL YR 1981 TOTAL 5 1 7 3 . 5 MEAN 1 4 . 2 MAX 47 MIN 2 .8 AC-FT 10260 



UNITEO STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR - GEOLOGICAL SURVEY - NEW MEXICO 02/17/93 

STATION NUMBER 08265000 RED RIVER NEAR QUESTA N. MEX. STREAM SOURCE AGENCY USGS 
LATITUDE 364212 LONGITUDE 1053404 DRAINAGE AREA 113.00 DATUM 7451.92 STATE 35 COUNTY 055 

DISCHARGE/ CUBIC FEET PER SECOND 
DAILY MEAN VALUES 

1982 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
3 6 0 . 4 
. 1 1 . 6 

14 
7 . 7 
715 

FEB 
351 .9 

1 2 . 6 
14 

9 . 9 
6 98 

MAR 
456 

1 4 . 7 
20 
11 

9C4 

APR 
695 

2 3 . 2 
35 
15 

1380 

MAY 
2646 
8 5 . 4 

142 
48 

5250 

JUN 
3582 

119 
141 
102 

7100 

JUL 
1905 
6 1 . 5 

99 
43 

3780 

AUG 
1689 
5 4 . 5 

85 
43 

3350 

SEP 
1576 
5 2 . 5 

69 
40 

3130 

OCT 
1177 
3 8 . 0 

49 
32 

233G 

NOV 
817 

2 7 . 2 
32 
23 

16 20 

CEC 
561 

1^ .1 
24 
10 

1110 

CAL YR 1982 TOTAL 1 5 8 1 6 . 3 MEAN 4 3 . 3 MAX 142 MIN 7 . 7 AC-FT 31370 

1983 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
528 

1 7 . 0 
21 
11 

1050 

FEB 
510 

1 8 . 2 
20 
14 

1010 

MAR 
631 

2 0 . 4 
23 
18 

1250 

APR 
1157 
3 7 . 9 

109 
20 

2260 

MAY 
5025 
162 
330 
89 

9970 

JUN 
8060 
269 
332 
227 

15990 

JUL 
4381 
141 
218 
91 

8690 

AUG 
2001 
64.5 
92 
46 

3970 

SEP 
1100 
36.7 
49 
30 

2180 

OCT 
711 

2 2 . 9 
35 
16 

1410 

NOV 
4 1 5 . 4 

1 3 . 8 
18 

5 . 3 
824 

DEC 
3 7 3 . 0 

1 2 . 0 
16 

5 . 9 
740 

CAL YR 1983 TOTAL 2 4 8 7 2 . 4 MEAN 6 8 . 1 MAX 332 MIN 5 . 3 AC-FT 49330 

1984 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
3C4 .9 

9 . 8 4 
14 

7 . 0 
605 

FEB 
3 1 2 . 5 

1 0 . 8 
12 

9 . 2 
6 20 

MAR 
3 5 6 . 5 

11 .5 
15 

8 . 0 
7C7 

APR 
1039 
34.6 
65 
10 

2060 

MAY 
6405 
207 
377 
46 

12700 

JUN 
4198 
140 
259 
84 

8330 

JUL 
1677 
54.1 

84 
35 

3330 

AUG 
1261 
40.7 

54 
33 

2500 

SEP 
726 

24.2 
36 
20 

1440 

OCT 
791 

2 5 . 5 
32 
21 

157G 

NOV 
490 

1 6 . 3 
23 
12 

972 

DEC 
552 

1 7 . 8 
40 
10 

1090 

CAL YR 1934 TOTAL 1 8 1 1 2 . 9 MEAN 4 9 . 5 MAX 377 MIN 7 . 0 AC-FT 35930 

1985 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
414 
13.4 
19 
10 
821 

FEB 
384 

1 3 . 7 
16 
11 

762 

MAR 
520 

1 6 . 8 
22 
12 

1030 

APR 
2524 
8 4 . 1 

141 
23 

5010 

MAY 
7370 

238 
319 
142 

14620 

JUN 
7444 

248 
322 
151 

14770 

JUL 
3267 

105 
148 

66 
6480 

AUG 
1566 
5 0 . 5 

75 
35 

3110 

SEP 
1075 
3 5 . 8 

51 
26 

2130 

OCT 
118C 
3 8 . 1 

66 
27 

234C 

NOV 
744 

2 4 . 8 
30 
19 

1480 

DEC 
5 0 4 . 1 

1 6 . 3 
27 

5 . 6 
1000 

CAL YR 1985 TOTAL 2 6 9 9 2 . 1 MEAN 7 4 . 0 MAX 322 MIN 5 . 6 AC-FT 53540 

1,9 86 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
521 

16.8 
20 
14 

1030 

FEB 
409.4 
14.6 

18 
8.8 
812 

MAR 
715 
23.1 

34 
19 

1420 

APR 
1654 
55.1 
93 
38 

3280 

MAY 
4172 
135 
200 
110 

8280 

JUN 
6453 
215 
325 
157 

12800 

JUL 
3126 
101 
159 
52 

6200 

AUG 
1427 
46.0 

57 
38 

2830 

SEP 
1523 
50.8 
90 
35 

3020 

OCT 
1158 
37.4 
41 
33 

230C 

NOV 
9 84 
32.8 

39 
26 

1950 

DEC 
747 
24.1 

28 
16 

1480 

CAL YR 1966 TOTAL 22889.4 MEAN 62.7 MAX 325 MIN 8.8 AC-FT 45400 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR - GEOLO'^KAL. SURVEY - NEW MEXICO 02/17/93 

STATION NUMBER 08265000 RED RIVER NEAR QUESTA N. MEX. STREAM SOURCE AGENCY USGS 
LATITUDE 364212 LONGITUDE 1053404 DRAINAGE AREA 113.00 DATUM 7451.92 STATE 35 COUNTY 055 

DISCHARGE/ CUBIC FEET PER SECOND 
DAILY MEAN VALUES 

1987 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
663 

2 1 . 4 
23 
18 

1320 

FEB 
557 

1 9 . 9 
23 
17 

1100 

MAR 
736 

2 3 . 7 
28 
16 

1460 

APR 
2006 
6 6 . 9 

138 
22 

3980 

MAY 
5211 

168 
260 
103 

10340 

JUN 
5715 

190 
277 
120 

11340 

JUL 
2105 
6 7 . 9 

113 
45 

4180 

AUG 
1327 
4 2 . 8 

53 
34 

2630 

SEP 
788 

2 6 . 3 
33 
21 

1560 

OCT 
757 

2 4 . 4 
3G 
21 

1500 

NOV 
660 

2 2 . 0 
29 
18 

1310 

DEC 
464 

1 5 . 0 
19 
10 

920 

CAL YR 1987 TOTAL 20989 MEAN 57.5 MAX 277 MIN IC AC-FT 41630 

1988 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
6 1 6 . 7 

1 9 . 9 
27 

8 . 2 
1220 

FES 
661 
22.8 
26 
20 

1310 

MAR 
694 
22.4 
26 
19 

1380 

APR 
807 
26.9 
34 
20 

1600 

MAY 
1600 
51.6 
90 
32 

3170 

JUN 
2253 
7 5 . 1 

101 
57 

4470 

JUL 
1511 
4 8 . 7 

73 
37 

3000 

AUG 
1208 
3 9 . 0 

48 
29 

2400 

SEP 
1633 
54.4 
138 
30 

3240 

OCT 
1146 
37.0 

50 
29 

227G 

NOV 
712 
23.7 
29 
13 

1410 

DEC 
491 

15.8 
20 
11 

974 

CAL YR 1988 TOTAL 13332.7 MEAN 36.4 MAX 138 MIN 8.2 AC-FT 26450 

1989 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
4 4 7 . 5 

1 4 . 4 
21 

8 . 0 
888 

FES 
4 2 8 . 9 

1 5 . 3 
26 

7 . 6 
851 

MAR 
1241 
40.0 

53 
18 

2460 

APR 
2484 
22.8 
121 
54 

4930 

MAY 
3166 
102 
152 
69 

6 280 

JUN 
2236 
7 4 . 5 

112 
45 

4440 

JUL 
1005 
3 2 . 4 

42 
27 

1990 

AUG 
968 

3 1 . 2 
42 
23 

1920 

SEP 
686 

2 2 . 9 
33 
16 

1360 

OCT 
942 
30.4 

78 
16 

187C 

NOV 
437.6 
14.6 

18 
5.7 
868 

DEC 
258.8 
8.35 

11 
5.9 
513 

CAL YR 1989 TOTAL 14300.8 MEAN 39.2 MAX 152 MIN 5.7 AC-FT 28370 

1990 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
2C2.9 
6.55 
7.4 
5.5 
402 

FEB 
302.9 
10.8 

16 
6.0 
601 

MAR 
452 
14.6 

20 
11 

897 

APR 
1208 
40.3 

72 
18 

2400 

MAY 
2640 
85.2 
114 
53 

5240 

JUN 
2914 
97.1 
153 
53 

5780 

JUL 
1222 
39.4 

53 
27 

2420 

AUG 
910 
29.4 
39 
20 

1800 

SEP 
677 
22.6 
42 
13 

1340 

OCT 
637 
20.5 
28 
15 

126G 

NOV 
548.7 
18.3 

29 
7.5 

1090 

DEC 
381.3 
12.3 

23 
4.9 
756 

CAL YR 1990 TOTAL 12095.8 MEAN 33.1 MAX 153 MIN 4.9 AC-FT 23990 

1991 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
495 

1 6 . 0 
21 
10 

982 

FEB 
3 74 
13.4 

15 
11 

742 

MAR 
486.5 
15.7 

22 
9.5 
965 

APR 
2037 
6 7 . 9 

103 
23 

4040 

MAY 
5549 

179 
469 

67 
11010 

JUN 
4347 

145 
184 
107 

8620 

JUL 
2216 
7 1 . 5 

101 
58 

4400 

AUG 
2119 
6 8 . 4 

83 
56 

4200 

SEP 
1867 
6 2 . 2 

91 
47 

.3700 

OCT 
1105 
3 5 . 6 

52 
25 

2190 

NOV 
706 
23.5 
31 
14 

1400 

DEC 
410 
13.2 
16 
11 
813 

CAL YR 1991 TOTAL 21711.5 MEAN 59.5 MAX 469 MIN 9.5 AC-FT 43060 



UNITEO STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR " GE-0L&G-4CAL SURVEY - NEW MEXICC 02/17/93 

STATION NUMBER 08265000 RED RIVER NEAR QUESTA N. MEX. STREAM SOURCE AGENCY USGS 
LATITUDE 364212 LONGITUDE 1053404 DRAINAGE AREA 113.00 DATUM 7451.92 STATE 35 COUNTY 055 

DISCHARGE/ CUBIC FEET PER SECOND 
DAILY MEAN VALUES 

1992 
TOTAL 
MEAN 
MAX 
MIN 
AC-FT 

JAN 
404 

1 3 . 0 
16 
11 

801 

FEB 
593 
20.4 

23 
16 

11 80 

MAR 
793 

25.6 
31 
23 

1570 

APR 
2355 
73.5 
149 
30 

4670 

MAY 
4493 
145 
173 
118 

8910 

JUN 
4280 

143 
184 
103 

8490 

JUL 
2183 
7 0 . 4 

97 
52 

4 3 3 0 

AUG 
1470 
4 7 . 4 

61 
40 

2920 

SEP 
896 

2 9 . 9 
39 
26 

1780 

OCT 
309 
26.1 
3C 
24 

160C 

NOV 
647 
21.6 
26 
11 

1280 

DEC 
711 
22.9 
40 
11 

1410 

CAL YR 1992 TOTAL 19634 MEAN 53.6 MAX 184 MIN 11 AC-FT 38940 



Molycorp, Inc. 

Questa Division 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New IVIexico 87556 
Telephone: (505) 586-0212 

unien 
MCOCORP |ij)'?/5rsi|f I ! 

MAR 0 1 1993 

w 6^V-PS 

February 23, 1993 

Dear. Mr. Humke: 

Enclosed please find the long term Red River flows you 
requested. Also enclosed is analyticcil data for Outfall 004, 
and 005 for Ra 226 and Ra 228 to conplete form 2 D. 

Please feel free to call me if you require further 
information. 

tinez 



^ J ! ^ Analytical Technologl(|||lnc. 

CLIENT : MOLYCORP 
PROJECT.i'i : (NONE) 
PROJECT NAME : STORMWATER 

ATI I.D. : 301318 

DATE RECEIVED : 01/15/93 

REPORT DATE : 02/05/93 

ATI # CLIENT DESCRIPTION MATRIX DATE COLLECTED 

01 
02 
03 

GOAT HILL AREA 
MILL AREA 
HANSON CREEK 

AQUEOUS 
AQUEOUS 
AQUEOUS 

NOT PROVIDED 
NOT PROVIDED 
NOT PROVIDED 

MATRIX 

AQUEOUS 

TOTALS 

# SAMPLES 

3 

ATI STANDARD DISPOSAL PRACTICE 

The samples from this project will be disposed of in thirty (30) days from the 
date of this report. If an extended storage period is required, please contact 
our sample control department before the scheduled disposal date. 



A 
RADIUM 226 and RADIUM 228 RESULTS 

Method 901.1/KAHN et al (1990) 

Lab Name: Analytical Technologies, Inc. Date Collected: 01-15-93 

Client Name: ATI-NM Date Analyzed: 02-03-93 

Client Project ID : Moly 301318 Sample Matrix: Water 

Lab Workorder Number : 93-01-097 

Client Sample ID 

301318-1 
301318-2 
301318-3 
Blank 

Lab Sample ID 

01-097-01 
01-097-02 
01-097-03 
01-097-04 

Radium 226 
(pCi/1) 

2.1 ± 3.4 
5.1 ± 4.1 

< 5.8(BDL) 
1.6 ± 1.4 

Radium 228 
(pCi/1) 

< 13.9(BDL) 
< 10.8(BDL) 
< 15.0(BDL) 
< 6.2(BDL) 

Remarks: 

Sample Date was not provided on work order. 

BDL = Below Detection Limit; see method for DL determination 

^ 



JANUARY 15, 1993 

FROM: FRED MARTINEZ 

TO : BETH PROFFITT 

PLEASE ANALYZE THE FOLLOWING SAMPLES OUTFALL 004, OUTFALL 005 
AND HANSEN CREEK FOR TOTAL METALS 
TO INCLUDE BORON, COBALT, SILVER, CHROMIUM, SELENIUM, 
NICKEL, BERYLLIUM, AND SILVER. 

PLEASE ANALYZE THE ABOVE METALS TO YOUR LOWEST DEIECIIGH 
LEVELS. SILVER TO .0012 MG/L 

OUTFALL 004 GOAT HILL DISCHARGE 
OUTFALL 005 MILL AREA DISCHARGE 
HANSEN CREEK 

ALSO ANALYZE THE ABOVE SAMPLES FOR RADIUM 226 AND 228 

PLEASE MAIL OR FAX RESULTS TO 505 586 0811 OR TO P.O. BOX 
469 QUESTA, NM 87556 TO MY ATTENTION FRED MARTINEZ ALL 
SAMPLES HAVE BEEN PROPERLY PRESERVED. 
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•^<^ooy^^^l 
RECEIVED WTAcr 

RECEIVED 
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ranted Name: Dale: . / Y P 

r i i J ^ 

¥V\* 
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Signature: Tinw 

Printed Name: Date: 
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Signalurr. Time: 

Printed Name: 

PRIOR AUTHORIZATION IS REQUIRED FOR RUSH PROJECT'' 

(RUSH) D24hr a 4 e h r a 7 2 h r O l W E E K (NORMAU m 2 WEEK 

Comments: 

RECEIVED BY: 

;ure: Time: 

1. RECEIVED BY: 

Signature: 

Company: 

nECEIVEDBY:(LAB) 

Printed Name: 

Company: 

Time: 

Printed Name: 

I* ' jfcii,/ T l t M ^ • 

Company: 
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OF CALL 
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Previous editions usable 
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OF (Organization) 
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-^ 
VyiLL CALL AGAIN \ p l ' IS WAITING TO SEE YOU 

ETURNED YOUR CALL ^' ^ WISHES AN APPOINTMENT 

MESSAGE 
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RECEIVED BY 

63-110 NSN 754d-00-63'>-4018 STANDARD FORM 63 (Rev. 8-81) 
Prescribed t>y GSA 

i rUS GPO. 1991 281-781/40011 FPMR (41 CFR) 101—11.6 
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FINAL LIMITATIONS SUM2 

During the period beginning July 1, 1996, and lasting through the expiration date, the 
permittee is authorized to discharge combined loads, SUM2 - Sum total of Out£alls 001, 
002, 004 and 005 (water quality standard levels) for the month. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS 

Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 

Cadmium 
Copper 
Lead 
Silver 
Residual 
Aluminum 

Chlordane 

Chlorine 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC 

Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 

Cadmium 
Copper 
Lead 
Silver 
Residual 
Aluminum 

Chlordane 

FOOTNOTES 

Chlorine 

MASS 
(LBS/DAY) 

DAILY AVG 
(*2) 

(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 

DAILY MAX 
(*3) 

0.90 
4.39 
4.63 
0.005 
0.35 
4.31 
0.0008 

MONITORING 

MEASUREMENT 
FREOUENCY 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 

OTHER UNITS 
(mg/L UNLESS 

DAILY AVG 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

REOUIREMENTS 

SAMPLE 
TYPE 

Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 

STATED) 
DAILY MAX 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

(*1) Report. 
(*2) Sum of daily average mass loads for Outfalls 001, 002, 003 and 004. 
(*3) Sum of daily maximum mass loads for Outfalls 001, 002, 003 and 004. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
FINAL PERMIT DECISION 

This is our response to comments received on the subject draft permit in 
accordance with regulations promulgated at 40 CFR Part 124.17. 

Permit No. NM0022306 

Applicant: Molycorp, Inc. 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

Issuing Office: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Prepared By: Fred Humke 
Industrial Permits Section (6W-PI) 
Permits Branch 
Water Management Division 
(214) 655-7180 

Permit Action: Final permit decision and response to comments 
received on the draft reissued permit publicly noticed 
on April 17, 1993. 

Date Prepared: 

Unless otherwise stated, citations to 40 CFR refer to promulgated regulations 
listed at Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, revised as of 7/1/92. 

STATE CERTIFICATION 

Dated May 27, 1993. 

The following effluent limitations and/or conditions are included in the final 
permit in conformance with regulations listed at 40 CFR Part 122.44(d)(3): 

ISSUE No. 1 

As conditions of certification, the NMED has specified revised values for Cs 
(water quality standards based on a hardness of 132 mg/l and a TSS of 59 mg/l) 
and Ca (ambient stream concentration upstream of discharge based on method-
olgy specified by the NMED in a new interim guidance document dated May 3, 
1993) to be used in the screening for and the calculation of State water 
quality standard effluent limitations. 

RESPONSE NO. 1 

This draft permit was public noticed on April 17, 1993, prior to the revised 
interim guidance. Also, the NMED has not provided the revised permit 
conditions as required under 40 CFR 124.53(e)(2). 

In this instance the permitting activity will recalculate the permit 
conditions based on the revised requirements and assumptions specified by the 
NMED. However, the permitting activity has been advised that, beginning in 
FY94, in order to eliminate this situation, in accordance with 40 CFR 
124.53(b) the States will be requested to provide certification of all 
applicable permit conditions prior to initiation of permit drafting by EPA. 

^ ^ 
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All permit water quality effluent limitations, as addressed on Page 7 of 10 of 
the Fact Sheet, issued to Public Notice on April 17, 1993, are recalculated as 
follows: 

Cd = (QaCa •̂  QeCe')/(Qa + Qe) and 

and Ce = [ Cs (Qa -i- Qe) - CaQa ] /Qe 

where Cd = instream waste concentration (mg/l) 

Ce = allowable daily average effluent concentration (mg/l) 

Ce'= reported concentration in effluent x 2.13 (mg/l) 

Cs = water quality standard (mg/l) 

Ca = ambient stream concentration upstream of discharge (mg/l) 

Qa = critical low flow of stream = 16.7 MGD 

Qe = combined daily average flow of dry weather Outfalls 001 and 002 

= 4.7 MGE) 

and Me = Ce x 8.34 x 4.7 

where Me = total daily average water quality based mass limits for 

combined Outfalls 001, 002, 004 and 005 (lb/day) 

WO PARAMETER Ca Cs Ce' Cd 

T. Arsenic 
T. Cadmium 
T. Copper 
T. Lead 
T. Zinc 
T. Aluminum 
T. Boron 
T. Chromium 
T. Cobalt 
T. Selenium 
T. Vanadium 
Ra226 -1- Ra228 

T. Beryllium 
T. Mercury 
T. Nickel 
T. Silver 
Chlordane 
Un-ion. Amm. (, as 
T. Resid. Chlor; 

( 
( 

ISSUE NO. 2 

* i : 
*2; 

0.005 
0.00 
0.044 
0.022 
0.058 
2.500 
0.00 
0.006 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
pCi/1 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.001 
N/A 
N) N/A 
Lne N/A 

I Cd<Cs. 

0.049 
0.005 
0.059 
0.043 
0.595 
0.087 
0.750 
0.546 
0.050 
0.005 
0.100 
30 
pCi/1 
0.005 

0.000012 
0.759 

0.00012 
0.0000043 

0.03 
0.002 

I WQS level. 

0.022 
0.036 
0.155 
0.214 
0.032 
0.109 
0.214 
0.023 
0.023 
0.009 
0.064 
3.195 
pCi/1 
0.009 
0.0043 0 
0.041 
0.003 
0.00009 
0.0006 
0.023 

Ce Me 

0.009(*1) 
0.008 
0.068 
0.064 
0.051(*1) 
1.975 
0.047(*1) 
0.010(*1) 
0.005(*1) 
0.002(*1) 
0.014(*1) 
0.702(*1) 
pCi/1 
0.002(*1) 
.00000094( 
0.009(*1) 
0.001 
0.00002 
0.0001(*1 
0.005 

N/A 
0.023 
0.112 
0.118 
N/A 
0.087(*2) 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
*1) N/A 

N/A 
0.00012(*2) 
0.00002 

) N/A 
0.009 

N/A 
0.90 
4.39 
4.63 
N/A 
3.41 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
0.005 
0.0008 
N/A 
0.35 

As a condition of certification, the NMED specifies that combined 
biomonitoring should not be conducted for the four permitted outfalls 
which are spread over approximately 8.75 river miles. 

J 
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RESPONSE No. 2 

The draft permit was based on the discharges of "periodic mine drainage, 
including collected stormwater" for Outfalls 004 and 005. Subsequently the 
permittee has specified that the discharges from Outfalls 004 and 005 be 
limited to stormwater only, as specified in the Form 2D applications; and that 
"any acid mine drainage will be diverted and retained in the underground mine, 
where it will be neutralized, pumped from the underground mine to a tailings 
line and conveyed to the tailings impoundment area." Therefore, Outfalls 004 
and 005 are now designated for "periodic mine drainage consisting only of all 
mine contacted surface stormwater runoff." Periodic stormwater only 
discharges are not subject to biomonitoring under EPA post third round policy 
which is applied to dry weather flows only. 

Therefore, Outfalls 004 and 005 are deleted from biomonitoring. Outfalls 001 
and 002, which are in close proximity, are continued for composite biomonitor
ing as is presently required under the June 21, 1988 permit as previously 
certified by the NMED. 

ISSUE NO. 3 

The NMED has specified as a condition of certification that for SUM2 the mass 
limitations be expressed as "DAILY MAX" instead of "DAILY AVG" to assure that 
numeric water quality standards for attainable and designated uses set forth 
in 2-119 and 3-101 of the WQS are protected at all times, including episodic 
events such as rainfall and snowmelt. 

RESPONSE NO. 3 

As specified in the Fact Sheet on Page 6 of 10, Ce has been calculated and 
addressed as the "allowable daily average effluent concentration." Daily 
average flows, daily average reported effluent concentrations and average 
cunbient stream concentration have been applied in the development of Ce. 
In comparison with the methodology of the Texas Water Commission implemen
tation plan, Ce would be more analagous to the long term average (LTA) 
concentration. Under this methodology the LTA is multiplied by a statistical 
factor of 1.47 to obtain the daily average concentration; and a statistical 
factor of 3.11 to obtain the daily maximum concentration. 

EPA believes that it is not reasonable to apply a "DAILY AVG" concentration 
and associated mass limitations as "DAILY MAX" without the application of a 
statistical factor. While it is analytically correct to sum the daily average 
mass loads for Outfalls 001, 002, 003 and 004, there is no correlation in the 
occurence of daily maximum loads. For this reason, EPA recommends that the 
NMED reconsider the methodology for applying WQS at SUM2. 

ISSUE NO. 4 

RESPONSE NO. 4 

ISSUE NO. 5 

The NMEO requires as a condition of certification that chemical oxygen demand 
(COD) limits of 125 mg/l be applied for Outfalls 004 and 005. 

RESPONSE NO. 5 

EPA has applied COD limits of 125 mg/l daily average and daily maximum for 
Outfalls 004 and 005. 

j ^ ^ / ^ ^ c y j ^ / 
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The NMED and others have commented that an apparent error exists in the 
longitude shown for Outfall 004. 

RESPONSE NO. 6 

The longitude for Outfall 004 is corrected to W105''31'51". 

ISSUE NO. 7 

The NMED notes that "flow" monitoring for Outfalls 004 and 005 is shown as 
"estimate" but that a more reliable basis is needed for determining compliance 
with effluent limits at "SUM2". 

RESPONSE NO. 7 

EPA agrees. Flow monitoring for Outfalls 004 and 005 is changed to "Measure" 
via calibrated weir. 

ISSUE No. 8 

The NMED notes that the description of Outfalls 004 and 005 utilizes the 
phrase "including collected stormwater." NMED believes that there may be 
uncollected storm water which may be subject to NPDES regulation and not 
covered under the proposed permit. 

RESPONSE NO. 8 

AS previously stated, the description of this discharge is changed to 
"periodic mine drainage consisting only of all mine contacted surface 
stormwater runoff." 

ISSUE NO. 9 

Molycorp objects to the application of the effluent limitations set forth in 
40 CFR 440 for Outfalls 004 and 005, and, in particular, to the proposed 
discharge limitation for Total Suspended Solids. Molycorp believes that these 
Outfalls are subject to EPA's storm water regulations and not to those 
limitations which apply to process wastewater discharges. 

RESPONSE NO. 9 

Stormwater which comes in contact with mine products and wastes is process 
wastewater. This has been clarified in the recent revised description of the 
sources being discharged at Outfalls 004 and 005. The total suspended solids 
(TSS) limits required under the effluent guidelines are consistantly 
achievable by the mining industry when proper sedimentation and control has 
been applied. 

ISSUE NO. 10 

Various commenters have expressed concern with possible ground water infil
tration and seepage from both the mine and tailings areas into the Red River. 
Some commenters believe that seepages of this type represent "point sources" 
under the NPDES permitting program. Several have cited case law such as 
Sierra Club v. Abstan Construction Co.. Inc.. 620 F.2d 41 (Sth Cir. 1980). 

RESPONSE NO. 10 

4-^ 
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While EPA understands the concern of these commenters for the possible impact 
of contaminated ground water seepage on the Red River, we do not agress that 
these are "point sources" under the NPDES permitting program. Infiltration 
and seepage of ground water is regulated by the State through the NMED. 

We are familiar with the case law citation which relates to EPA authority to 
require the construction and control of surface discharges (proscribed "point 
sources" of pollution) in instances where the operator has not applied the 
proper control and construction to the sources. However, the issue of 
possible contamination of underground sources (groundwater) by infiltration 
and subsequent seepage through porous soil is a different matter. We recommend 
that the commenters continue to pursue this issue through the NMED. 

ISSUE NO. 11 

Some commenters raised objections to the inclusion of a compliance schedule 
for Molycorp to achieve WQS at SUM2. 

RESPONSE NO. 11 

A compliance schedule is provided in accordance with Section 1-106.D. of Water 
Quality Standards for Interstate and Intrastate Streams in New Mexico. A 
three year schedule is considered reasoneible by EPA and NMED. 

ISSUE NO. 12 

A commenter questioned the mass limitations allowed under SUMl, based on a 
daily average flow of 4.726, since Outfall 001 is not currently discharging. 

RESPONSE NO. 12 

Both Outfalls 001 and 002 are limited by the concentration technology 
limitations which are continued from the present permit. In addition, mass 
technology limitations are applied under SUMl. See 40 CFR 122.45(f). Mass 
limitations are based on the daily average flows shown in the application. The 
fact that a particular outfall may not be currently discharging does not 
negate the allowance of full technology limits under the permit. 

ISSUE NO. 13 

A commenter questioned the fact that certain metals are not limited under 
SUM2. 

RESPONSE NO. 13 

Subject to the screening provisions, as addressed on Page 7 of 10 of the Fact 
Sheet, all WQS parameters are addressed under SUM2. 

ISSUE NO. 14 

One commenter stated that Outfalls 004 and 005 may be considered "new sources" 
because they are both 1.) new discharge points and 2.) "new" - as in 
previously unregulated-sources or mine drainage points; and that demonstration 
of the technical capability of the new source outfall works must be required 
before discharges to waters of the United States are permitted. 

RESPONSE No. 14 

Outfalls 004 and 005 are not new sources. The associated mines have been in 
operation prior to the 1982 promulgation of the associated new source 
performance standards. The associated storm water discharges may have been 
non-permitted outfalls. The facility is not required to demonstrate any 
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technical capability before discharges; but must meet the best available 
technology economically achievable (BAT)/best conventional technology (BCT) 
without any permit compliance schedule. Any issues related to the operation 
and compliance of these outfalls are enforcement matters and beyond the scope 
of this permit reissuance process. 

ISSUE NO. 15 

One commenter stated that there are no concentration based limits for 
manganese and molybdenum associated with Outfall 001 and SUMl; and for cobalt, 
selenium, beryllium, silver, chlordane and chlorine. This commenter also 
(Questions the allowance of mass loads for outfall 001 because it is not 
currently in operation. 

RESPONSE NO. 15 

Technology limitations (BAT/BCT) have been established for Outfalls 001 and 
002 for many years and are addressed in the present permit. Cobalt, selenium, 
beryllium, silver, chlordane and chlorine are not technology limitations. The 
Technology Based Effluent Limitations and/or Conditions are addressed on 4 of 
10, Paragraph VIII.A. of the Fact Sheet. The application daily average flow 
for Outfall is addressed on Page 1 of 10, Paragraph V.A. of the Fact Sheet. 

ISSUE NO. 16 

One commenter questions the dilutions used for biomonitoring. 

RESPONSE No. 16 

The calculation of the critical dilution of 22% is shown on Page 6 of 10, 
Paragraph VIII.B.3. of the Fact Sheet. The 0.75 dilution series is applied as 
specified under the most recent EPA toxics policy 



DATE 

SUBJECT 

FRCM 

im: UNITES STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

EXPIRING PERMIT 

JENAIE FRANKE. 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION SPECALIST 

PERMITS ISSUANCE SECTION (6W-PS) 

EXPIRATION DATE / o - ^ Q - ? ^ 

DATE APP REC'D | ^ - / < Z ~ 9 ' ^ 

\ 

TO: BOB VICKERY, 6W-PI 
% " - ^ ^ -

The attached application is for the expiring NPDES permit reference 
above. 

As in accordance with the new consolidated regulations, a completeness 
review is required and a response r.ust be given to the applicant within 
60 days fromthe receipt of this application. 

In order to meet the 60-day response time, please follow the below 
time table as closely as possible. Hopefully, this will allow 
sufficient time to review the application and make your determination 
whether the application is complete or deficient. If further time 
is necessary, please advise 6W-PS as soon as possible. 

PROJECTED CLEARANCE 
DATE 

COMPLETED 
DATE 

INITIALS 

| ^ ~ - / < / ^ / ^ ^ ^ - P I Completeness Review Completed 

\ ~ ^ -/ "^ew-PS Mailing of Completeness/ 

h fry^ 
Deficiency Determination 

c^y^^^^^^ ' f j ; ^ 

^ ^ ^ 

PLEASE CIRCLE: 

At last review was determi nati»nMAJOpor MINOR? SCORE 

Has this Major/Minor determination changed? YES O / N O ^ 

Indicate new determinatioi/T MAJ'OR/or MINOR SCORE 
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/ ' 7<f ẑz c. oc^z-p^ >^-^/;^ 

_O.^JAlL_^r^_ 

i^^r 

3 ^ 
^ _ _ _ _ ^ _ ^ , ^ _ ^ _ . 



I 
^*<^°^'% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 6 
1445 ROSS AVKMUE 

PALLAS. TEXAS TSMtt^rm ' 

MEMORMIDUM 

SUBJECT: PROJECTED "GOLD BOOK" HUMAN HEALTH CRITERIA EXCEEDANCES 

FROM: BOB VICKERY 

TO: SHARON PARRISH 

DATE: State: New Mexico 

Permit Writer: Fred Humke 

Facility Name: 

NPDES No.: 

Outfall No. 

Receiving Stream Name; 

Segment No.: 

Critical dilution: 

Human health 

Molycorp. Inc. 

NM0022306 

001. 002. 003 and 004 

Red River 

2-119 

18% 

4iW^ 

Projected EPA Human Health Criteria Exceedances: 

Pollutant Criteria 
Total Arsenic 0.14 ua/1 
Total Beryllium 0.13 ua/1 

Monitoring Frequency 
1/Week 
1/Week 

When you are ready to evaluate this information, the effluent 
concentrations may be retrieved through EPA's Permit Compliance 
System (PCS). Further information may be found in the permit's 
fact sheet. 



Comments: 



bcc: Reading File (6W-P) 
Craig Weeks (6W-PI) 
Tom Gardner (6W-PM) 

Ip ̂ /f 
HUMKE/f/y//^ VICKERY 

6W-PI 

3 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 6 

1445 ROSS AVENUE 
PALI AS. TinCA-S 7g<n-a733 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: PROJECTED "GOLD BOOK" HUMAN HEALTH CRITERIA EXCEEDANCES 

FROM: BOB VICKERY 

TO: SHARON PARRISH 

DATE: State: Nev Mexico 

Permit Writer: Fred Humke 

Facility Name: 

NPDES No.: 

Outfall No. 

Receiving stream Name: 

segment No.: 

critical dilution: 

Human health 

Molycorp. Inc. 

NM0022306 

001. 002. 003 and 004 

Red River 

2-119 

18% 

Projected EPA Human Health Criteria Exceedances: 

Pollutant 
Total Arsenic 

Criteria 
0.14 ua/1 

Total Beryllium 0.13 ua/1 

Monitoring Frequency 
1/Week 
1/Week 

When you are ready to evaluate this information, the effluent 
concentrations may be retrieved through EPA's Permit Compliance 
System (PCS). Further information may be found in the permit's 
fact sheet. 



Comments: 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 6 
14<S ROSS AVENUE 

nAi.iJLS, TiarA.s 752<a3733 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: PROJECTED "GOLD BOOK" HUMAN HEALTH CRITERIA EXCEEDANCES 

FROM: BOB VICKERY 

TO: SHARON PARRISH 

DATE: State: Nev Mexico 

Permit Writer: Fred Humke 

Facility Name: 

NPDES No.: 

Outfall No. 

Receiving Stream Name; 

Segment No.: 

critical dilution: 

Human health 

Molvcorp. Inc. 

NM0022306 

001. 002. 003 and 004 

Red River 

2-119 

18% 

Projected EPA Human Health Criteria Exceedances: 

Pollutant Criteria 
Total Arsenic 0.14 ua/1 
Total Beryllium 0.13 ua/1 

Monitoring Frequency 
1/Week 
1/Week 

When you are ready to evaluate this information, the effluent 
concentrations may be retrieved through EPA's Permit Compliance 
System (PCS). Further information may be found in the permit's 
fact sheet. 



Comments: 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION < 

144SROSSAV1JWJE 
nALIJLS. TEXAS 75202-3733 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: PROJECTED "GOLD BOOK" HUMAN HEALTH CRITERIA EXCEEDANCES 

FROM: BOB VICKERY 

TO: SHARON PARRISH 

DATE: State: Nev Mexico 

Permit Writer: Fred Humke 

Facility Name: 

NPDES No.: 

Outfall No. 

Receiving stream Name; 

segment No.: 

critical dilution: 

Human health 

Molycorp. Inc. 

NM0022306 

001. 002. 003 and 004 

Red River 

2-119 

18% 

Projected EPA Human Health Criteria Exceedances: 

Pollutant Criteria 
Total Arsenic 0.14 ua/1 
Total Berylli\im 0.13 ua/1 

Monitoring Frequency 
1/Week 
1/Week 

When you are ready to evaluate this information, the effluent 
concentrations may be retrieved through EPA's Permit Compliance 
System (PCS). Further information may be found in the permit's 
fact sheet. 



Comments: 
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AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE 
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 

In compliance with the provisions of the Clean Water Act, as amended, 
(33 U.S.C. 1251 et. seq; the "Act"), 

Molycorp, Inc. 

P. O. Box 469 

Questa, New Mexico 87556 

is authorized to discharge from a facility located at Questa, Taos County, 
New Mexico 

to receiving waters named Red River, Waterbody Segment Code No. 2-119 of the 
Rio Grande Basin, from 

Outfall 001: Latitude - N36°41'49"; Longitude - W105°37'53" 
Outfall 002: Latitude - N36 41'29"; Longitude - W105 37'53" 
Outfall 004: Latitude - N36''41'08"; Longitude - W105»31'51" 
Outfall 005: Latitude - N36»41'41"; Longitude - W105'»31'48" 

in accordance with effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other 
conditions set forth in Parte I (11 pages), II (8 pages), and III (7 pages) 
hereof. 

This permit supersedes and replaces NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 issued May 20, 
1988. 

This permit shall become effective on October 15, 1993. 

This permit and the authorization to discharge shall expire at midnight. 

Prepared by: Signed this day of 

Frederick o. Humke, P.E. Myron O. Knudson, P.E. 
Environmental Engineer Director 
Industrial Permits Section (6W-PI) Water Management Division (6W) 
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A. 

PART I 
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS 

EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REOUIREMENTS 

OUTFALL 001 

During the period beginning the effective date and lasting through the 
expiration date, the pennittee is authorized to discharge from Outfalls 001 -
process water from milling operations and tailings disposal. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified 
below: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS 

Flow (MGD) 
Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic 
Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Cyanide 
Fluoride 
Total Iron 
Total Lead 
Total Manganese 
Total Mercury 
Total Molybdenum 
Total Zinc 
Total Aluminum 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium 
Total Vanadium 
Total Beryllium 
Total Silver 
Chlordane 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Temperature 
Biomonitoring 

MASS 
(LBS/DAY) 

DAILY AVG DAILY MAX 
N/A N/A 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
N/A I 
N/A I 

*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
*1) 
I/A 
I/A 

OTHER 
(mg/L UNLESS 

UNITS 
STATED) 

DAILY AVG DAILY MAX 
(*1) 
60 
20 

0.5 
0.05 
0.15 
0.025 
3.0 
0.6 
0.3 
1.0 
0.001 
1.0 
0.2 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1)''F 
N/A 

(*1) 
90 
30 
1.0 
0.05 
0.30 
0.05 
3.0 
0.6 
0.6 
1.5 
0.002 
2.0 
0.2 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1)»F 
N/A 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC MONITORING REOUIREMENTS 

Flow (MGD) 
Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic(*5) 
Total Cadmium(*5) 
Total Copper(*5) 
Total Cyanide(*5) 
Fluoride 
Total Iron 
Total Lead(*5) 
Total Manganese 
Total Mercury(*5) 
Total Molybdenum 

MEASUREMENT 
FREOUENCY 
(*2) 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 

SAMPLE 
TYPE 
Record 
Compos ite(* 3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
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Total Zinc(*5) 
Total Alumintim 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium(*5) 
Total Vanadivun 
Total Beryllium(*5) 
Total Silver(*5) 
Chlordane(*5) 
Total Residual Chlorine(*5) 
Temperature 
Biomonitoring 

1/Week 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Week 
1/Quarter 

Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Grab 

(*4) 

The pH shall not be less than 6.0 standard units nor greater than 9.0 standard 
units and shall be monitored 1/Week by grab sample. 

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than 
trace amounts. 

Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above 
shall be taken at the following location(s): Outfall 001, which is the 
discharge spillway from Pope Lake. 

FOOTNOTES 

(*1) Report. 
(*2) Continuous and totalized monitoring. 
(*3) < See Part II, Paragraph A. 
(*4) See Part II, Paragraph E. 
(*5) See Part II, Paragraph D. 
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OUTFALLS 002 

During the period beginning the effective date and lasting through the 
expiration date, the permittee is authorized to discharge from Outfall 002 -
seepage from tailings impoundment. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified 
below: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS 

Flow (MGD) 
Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic 
Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Cyanide 
Fluoride 
Total Iron 
Total Lead 
Total Manganese 
Total Mercury 
Total Molybdenum 
Total Zinc 
Total Aluminum 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium 
Total Vanadium 
Total Beryllium 
Total Silver 
Chlordane 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Temperature 
Biomonitoring 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC 

Flow (MGD) 
Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic(*5) 
Total Cadmium(*5) 
Total Copper(*5) 
Total Cyanide(*5) 
Fluoride 
Total Iron 
Total Lead(*5) 
Total Manganese 
Total Mercury(*5) 
Total Molybdenum 
Total Zinc(*5) 
Total Aluminum 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium(*5) 
Total Vanadium 

MASS 
(LBS/DAY) 

DAILY AVG 
N/A 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
N/A 
N/A 

DAILY MAX 
N/A 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
N/A 
N/A 

OTHER UNITS 
(mg/L UNLESS STATED) 

DAILY AVG DAILY MAX 
(*1) 
60 
20 
0.5 
0.05 
0.15 
0.025 
3.0 
0.6 
0.3 
(*1) 
0.001 
(*1) 
0.2 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1)»F 
N/A 

MONITORING REOUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT 
FREOUENCY 
(*2) 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 

SAMPLE 
TYPE 

Record 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 

(*1) 
90 
30 
1.0 
0.05 
0.30 
0.05 
3.0 
0.6 
0.6 
(*1) 
0.002 
(*1) 
0.2 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1)»F 
N/A 

*3) 
*3) 
*3) 
*3) 
*3) 
*3) 
*3) 
*3) 
*3) 
*3) 
*3) 
*3) 
*3) 
*3) 
*3) 
[*3) 
[*3) 
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Total Beryllium(*5) 
Total Silver(*5) 
Chlordane(*5) 
Total Residual Chlorine(*5) 
Total Zinc(*5) 
Temperature 
Biomonitoring 

1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Quarter 

Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Grab 

(*4) 

The pH shall not be less than 6.0 standard units nor greater than 9.0 standard 
units and shall be monitored 1/Week by grab sample. 

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than 
trace amounts. 

Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring recjuirements specified above 
shall be taken at the following location(s): Outfall 002, which is the 
collected and combined seepage from the tailings impoundment. 

FOOTNOTES 

(*1) Report. 
(*2) By gauging on a daily basis. 
(*3) See Part II, Paragraph A. 
(*4) See Part II, Paragraph E. 
(*5) See Part II, Paragraph D. 
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OUTFALLS 004 and 005 

During the period beginning the effective date and lasting through the 
expiration date, the permittee is authorized to discharge individually from 
Outfalls 004 and 005 - periodic mine drainage consisting only of all mine 
contacted surface stormwater runoff. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified 
below: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS 

CONVENTIONAL 
Plow (MGD) 
Total Suspended Solids 
Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Arsenic 
Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Zinc 
Total Lead 
Total Mercury 
Total Aluminum 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium 
Total Vanadium 
Total Beryllivun 
Total Silver 
Chlordane 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Biomonitoring 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC 

CONVENTIONAL 
Flow (MGD) 
Total Suspended Solids 
Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Arsenic(*5) 
Total Cadmium(*5) 
Total Copper(*5) 
Total Zinc(*5) 
Total Lead(*5) 
Total Mercury(*5) 
Total Aluminum 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium(*5) 
Total Vanadium 
Total Beryllium(*5) 
Total Silver(*5) 
Chlordane(*5) 
Total Residual Chlorine(*5) 
Biomonitoring 

MASS 
(LBS/DAY) 

DAILY AVG 

(*1)(*2) 
N/A 
N/A 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
N/A 

DAILY MAX 

(*1) 
N/A 
N/A 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
N/A 

OTHER UNITS 
(mg/L UNLESS STATED) 

DAILY AVG DAILY MAX 
(*1) 
20 
125 
(*1) 
0.05 
0.15 
0.75 
0.3 
0.001 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(•1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
N/A 

MONITORING REOUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT 
FREOUENCY 
1/Day(*3) 
1/Day(*3) 
1/Day(*3) 
1/Day(*3) 
1/Day(*3) 
1/Day(*3) 
1/Day(*3) 
1/Day(*3) 
1/Day(*3) 
1/Month(*3) 
l/Month(*3) 
1/Month(*3) 
1/Month(*3) 
1/Month(*3) 
1/Month(*3) 
1/Month(*3) 
1/Month(*3) 
1/Quarter 

SAMPLE 
TYPE 

(*1) 
30 
125 
(*1) 
0.10 
0.30 
1.5 
0.6 
0.002 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
N/A 

Measure(*7) 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 
Composite 

(*4) 

[*6) 
*6) 
*6) 
*6) 
*6) 
*6) 
*6) 
*6) 
[*6) 
[*6) 
[*6) 
*6) 
[*6) 
[*6) 
[*6) 
*6) 

The pH shall not be less than 6.0 standard units nor greater than 9.0 standard 
units and shall be monitored l/day(*l) by grab sample. 
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There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than 
trace amounts. 

Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above 
shall be taken at the following location(s): Prior to discharge from the 
settling basins. 

FOOTNOTES 

(*1) Report 
(*2) Daily discharges averaged over the number of days in the monthly period. 
(*3) During periods of discharge. 
(*4) See Part II, Paragraph E. 
(*5) See Part II, Paragraph D. 
(*6) See Part II, Paragraph A. 
(*7) By calibrated weir. 



PERMIT NO. NM0022306 PAGE 7 OF PART I 

INTERIM LIMITATIONS SUMl 

During the period beginning the effective date and lasting through June 30, 
1996, the permittee is authorized to discharge combined loads, SUMl - Sum 
total of Outfalls 001 and 002 (technology levels) for the month. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified 
below: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS 

MASS 
(LBS/DAY) 

DAILY AVG DAILY MAX 

OTHER UNITS 
(mg/L UNLESS STATED) 

DAILY AVG DAILY MAX 

Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic 
Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Cyanide 
Flouride 
Total Iron 
Total Lead 
Total Manganese 
Total Mercury 
Total Molybdenum 
Total Zinc 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC 

(*2) 

2364 
788 
19.6 
2.00 
5.88 
0.98 
118 
23.6 
11.8 
39.4 
0.04 
25.0(*1) 
7.84 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

MONITORING REOUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT 
FREOUENCY 

SAMPLE 
TYPE 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic 
Total Cadmiuih 
Total Copper 
Total Cyanide 
Flouride 
Total Iron 
Total Lead 
Total Manganese 
Total Mercury 
Total Molybdenum 
Total Zinc 

1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 

Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 

FOOTNOTES 

(*1) Calculate the average of monthly reported daily averages for Outfall 001 for six 
months preceeding the reporting period end date, then calculate the average of 
monthly reported daily averages for Outfall 002 for six months preceeding the 
reporting period end date. The stated discharge limitation applies to the sum 
total of these two calculated values. 

(*2) Sum total of daily average mass loads for Outfalls 001 and 002. 
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FINAL LIMITATIONS SUMl 

During the period beginning July 1, 1996, and lasting through the expiration date, the 
permittee is authorized to discharge combined loads, SUMl - Sum total of Outfalls 001 
and 002 (technology levels) for the month. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS 

Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic 
Total Cyanide 
Flouride 
Total Iron 
Total Manganese 
Total Mercury 
Total Molybdenum 
Total Zinc 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC 

Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic 
Total Cyanide 
Flouride 
Total Iron 
Total Mercury 
Total Manganese 
Total Molybdenum 
Total Zinc 

MASS 
(LBS/DAY) 

DAILY AVG 
(*2) 

2364 
788 
19.6 
0.98 
118 
23.6 
39.4 
0.04 
25.0(*1) 
7.84 

DAILY MAX 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

OTHER UNITS 
(mg/L UNLESS STATED) 

DAILY AVG 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

MONITORING REOUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT 
FREOUENCY 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 

SAMPLE 
TYPE 

Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 

DAILY MAX 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

FOOTNOTES 

(*1) Calculate the average of monthly reported daily averages for Outfall 001 for six 
months preceeding the reporting period end date, then calculate the average of 
monthly reported daily averages for Outfall 002 for six months preceeding the 
reporting period end date. The stated discharge limitation applies to the sum 
total of these two calculated values. 

(*2) Sum total of daily average mass loads for Outfalls 001 and 002. 
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INTERIM LIMITATIONS SUM2 

During the period beginning the effective date and lasting through June 30, 1996, the 
permittee is authorized to discharge combined loads, SUM2 - Sum total of Outfalls 001, 
002, 004 and 005 (water quality standard levels)) for the month. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS 

Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Lead 
Total Silver 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Total Aluminum 
Chlordane 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC 

Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Lead 
Total Silver 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Total Aluminum 
Chlordane 

MASS 
(LBS/DAY) 

DAILY AVG 
(*2) 

(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 

DAILY MAX 
(*3) 

(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 

OTHER UNITS 
(mg/L UNLESS STATED) 

DAILY AVG DAILY MAX 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT 
FREQUENCY 

1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 

SAMPLE 
TYPE 

Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

FOOTNOTES 

(*1) Report. 
(*2) Sum total of daily average mass loads for Outfalls 001, 002, 003 and 004. 
(*3) Sum total of maximum daily mass loads for Outfalls 001, 002. 003 and 004. 
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PINAL LIMITATIONS SUM2 

During the period beginning July 1, 1996, and lasting through the expiration date, the 
permittee is authorized to discharge combined loads, SUM2 - Sum total of Outfalls 001, 
002, 004 and 005 (water quality standard levels) for the month. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS 

Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Lead 
Total Silver 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Total Alviminum 
Chlordane 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC 

Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Lead 
Total Silver 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Total Aluminum 
Chlordane 

MASS 
(LBS/DAY) 

DAILY AVG 
(*2) 

(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 

DAILY MAX 
(*3) 

0.90 
4.39 
4.63 
0.005 
0.35 
4.31 
0.0008 

MONITORING 

OTHER UNITS 
(mg/L UNLESS 

DAILY AVG 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

REOUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREOUENCY 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 

TYPE 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 

STATED) 
DAILY MAX 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

FOOTNOTES 

(*1) Report. 
(*2) Sum of daily average mass loads for Outfalls 001, 002, 003 and 004. 
(*3) Sum of daily maximum mass loads for Outfalls 001, 002, 003 and 004. 
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B. SCHEDULE OF COMPLIANCE 

The permittee shall achieve compliance with the effluent limitations specified 
for discharges in accordance with the following schedule: 

Mass limitations for SUMl and SUM2 

Status Report 
Status Report 
Status Report 
Status Report 
Status Report 
Status Report 
Status Report 
Status Report 
Status Report 
Status Report 
Achieve Compliance 

12/31/93 
3/31/94 
6/30/94 
9/30/94 
12/31/94 
3/31/95 
6/30/95 
9/30/95 
12/31/95 
3/31/96 
7/01/96 

Reports of compliance or noncompliance with, or any progress reports on, 
interim and final recjuirements contained in any compliance schedule of this 
permit shall be submitted no later than 14 days following each schedule date. 
Any reports of noncompliance shall include the cause of noncompliance, any 
remedial actions taken, and the probability of meeting the next scheduled 
requirement. 

C. REPORTING OF MONITORING RESULTS 

Monitoring results shall be reported in accordance with the provisions of 
Part III.D.4 of the permit. Monitoring results obtained during the previous 
month shall be summarized and reported on a Discharge Monitoring Report form 
postmarked no later than the 15th day of the month following the completed 
reporting period. 

The first report is due on 
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PART II 
OTHER CONDITIONS 

A. The term "composite sample" means a sample consisting of a minimum of two 
g r a b samples of effluent collected not less than four hours apart over a 
normal eight hour operating day and combined proportional to flow or a sample 
continuously collected proportional to flow over a normal eight hour operating 
day. All such samples shall be typical and representative of effluent 
generated during the period since the last sample was collected. 

B. The Molycorp thiocyanate colorimetric method is approved for the analysis 
of molybdenum unless susequently determined to be inappropriate by the NMED or 
EPA. 

C. As soon as practicable after the arrival of Molycorp's environmental staff 
at the site of a tailings spill that reaches the Red River, but no later than 
two (2) hours after arrival at the site, water quality sampling shall 
commence. Samples shall be taken at three sites: 

(1) Approximately 100 feet above the point where tailings enter the 
river; 

(2) Approximately 100 feet below the point where tailings enter the 
river; and 

(3) Approximately one-half mile below the point where tailings 
enter the river. 

All samples shall be properly preserved and analyzed for: 

Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic 
Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Cyanide 
Fluoride 
Total Iron 
Total Lead 
Total Manganese 
Total Mercury 
Total Molybdenum 
Total Zinc 
Total Aluminum 
Total Boron 
Total Chromium 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium 
Total Vanadium 
Total Beryllium 
Total Nickel 
Total Silver 
Un-ionized Airanonia (as N) 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Temperature 
pH 
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The results of the analysis shall be submitted to the EPA Water Division 
Enforcement Branch (6W-EA) and the NMEO within 30 days following a tailings 
spill. 

Consistent with the procedures described in the Preventative Maintenance and 
Surveillance Plan and the Contingency Action and Reporting Plan (June 1975), a 
written report containing the following information will be sent to the EPA 
(6E) and the NMED within ten (10) days following any spill: 

(1) Date of Spill. 

(2) Time when the spill was observed and time when tailings flow 
into the river was stopped. 

(3) Location (pipe or coupling number). 

(4) Estimated amount of tailings that entered the river. 

(5) Sketch and dimension of size of hole or failure that caused 
the spill. 

(6) Position of failure in the pipe or coupling. 

(7) Copy of the latest computer printout covering the pipe or 
coupling which failed. 

(8) Comments, if required for clarification. 

D. MINIMUM OUANTIFICATION LEVELS 

If any individual analytical test result is less than the minimum 
quantification level (MQL), a value of zero (0) may be reported for that 
individual result for the Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) calculation and 
reporting requirements. 

PARAMETER MQL 

Total Arsenic 0.01 mg/l 
Total Beryllium 0.005 mg/l 
Total Cadmium 0.001 mg/l 
Total Chromium 0.01 mg/l 
Total Copper 0.01 mg/l 
Total Lead 0.005 mg/l 
Total Mercury 0.0002 mg/l 
Total Selenium 0.005 mg/l 
Total Zinc 0.02 mg/l 
Total Cyanide 0.01 mg/l 
Total Nickel 0.04 mg/l 
Total Silver 0.002 mg/l 
Chlordane 0.0002 mg/l 
Total Residual Chlorine 0.011 mg/l 

This permit may be reopened if MQLs change during the term of the permit. 

E. WHOLE EPFLDENT TOXICITT TESTING REQUIREMENTS (Chronic, Freshwater) 

1. SCOPE. FREOOBNCY AND METHODOLOGY 
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a. The provisions of this section are individually applicable to Outfall(s) 
001, 002, 004 and 005 for whole effluent toxicity. 

b. The permittee shall test the effluent for toxicity in accordance with 
the provisions in this section. This testing will determine if an 
appropriately dilute effluent sample adversely affects the survival, 
reproduction or growth of the test organism. 

c. The permittee shall complete the first toxicity test for each species 
within sixty (60) days of the effective date of the permit. 

d. The permittee shall implement all toxicity tests utilizing the test or
ganisms, procedures and quality assurance requirements specified in this 
section of the permit and in accordance with the EPA manual, "Short-Term 
Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving 
Waters to Freshwater Organisms", EPA/600/4-89/001, or the most recent 
update thereof. The permittee shall repeat a test, including the 
control and all effluent dilutions, if the procedures and quality 
assurance requirements defined in the test methods or in this permit are 
not satisfied. A repeat test shall be conducted within the required 
reporting period of any test determined to be invalid. 

e. The permittee shall utilize the Ceriodaphnia dubia chronic static 
renewal survival and reproduction test (Method 1002.0 or the most recent 
publication). This test should be terminated when 60% of the surviving 
females in the control produce three broods. The permittee shall 
conduct the Ceriodaphnia dubia toxicity test at a frequency of once per 
quarter. 

f. The permittee shall utilize the fathead minnow (Pimephales promelas) 
chronic static renewal 7-day larval survival and growth test (Method 
1000.0 or the most recent publication). A minimum of five (5) repli
cates with eight (8) organisms per replicate must be used for this test. 
The permittee shall conduct the fathead minnow toxicity test at a 
frequency of once per quarter. 

g. The permittee shall use five effluent dilution concentrations in addi
tion to a control (0% effluent) in each toxicity test. These additional 
effluent concentrations shall be 9%, 12%, 17%, 22%, and 29%. The 
low-flow effluent concentration (critical dilution) is defined as the 
22% effluent. 

h. The NOEC (No Observed Effect Concentration) is defined as the greatest 
effluent dilution which does not elicit lethality that is statistically 
different from the control (0% effluent) at the 95% confidence level. 

i. This permit may be reopened to require whole effluent toxicity limits, 
chemical specific effluent limits, additional testing, and/or other 
appropriate actions to address toxicity. 

2. PERSISTENT LETHALITY 

If the testing frequency in item 1 is monthly for a species, the permittee 
shall initiate the Toxicity Reduction Evaluation requirements as specified 
under Part II, Section F of this permit when any two of three consecutive 
monthly toxicity tests exhibit significant lethal effects at the 22% effluent 
concentration. 

3. REQUIRED TOXICITY TESTING CONDITIONS 
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a. Test Acceptance 

The permittee shall repeat any toxicity test, including the control and 
all effluent dilutions, which fails to meet any of the following crite
ria: 

i. The toxicity test control (0% effluent) must have survival equal 
to or greater than 80%. 

li. The mean number of Ceriodaphnia dubia neonates produced per sur
viving female in the control (0% effluent) must be 15 or more. 

ill. The minimum mean dry weight of surviving fathead minnow larvae at 
the end of the 7 days in the control (0% effluent) must be 0.25 mg 
per larva or greater. 

iv. The percent coefficient of variation between replicates shall be 
40% or less in the control (0% effluent) for: the young of surviv
ing females in the Ceriodaphnia dubia reproduction test; fathead 
minnow growth test; and fathead minnow survival test. 

v. The percent coefficient of variation between replicates shall be 
40% or less in the 22% effluent concentration, unless significant 
lethal or nonlethal effects are exhibited for the young of 
surviving females in the Ceriodaphnia dubia reproduction test; 
fathead minnow growth test; and fathead minnow survival test. 

b. Statistical Interpretation 

i. For the Ceriodaphnia dubia survival test, the statistical analyses 
used to determine if there is a significant difference between the 
control and the low flow (critical dilution) shall be Fisher's 
Exact Test as described in the "Short-Term Methods for Estimating 
the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwa
ter Organisms", EPA/600/4-89/001, or the most recent update there
of. 

11. For the Ceriodaphnia dubia reproduction test and the fathead 
minnow larval survival and growth test, the statistical analyses 
used to determine if there is a significant difference between the 
control and the low flow (critical dilution) effluent concentra
tion shall be In accordance with the methods for determining the 
No Observed Effect Concentration (NOEC) as described In the 
"Short-Teim Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Efflue
nts and Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms", EPA/600/4-
89/001, or the most recent update thereof. 

c. Dilution Water 

1. Dilution water used in the toxicity tests will be receiving water 
from the Red River collected as close to the point of discharge as 
possible but unaffected by the discharge. The permittee shall 
substitute synthetic dilution water of similar pH, hardness and 
alkalinity to the closest downstream perennial water for; 

A. toxicity tests conducted on effluent discharges to receiving 
water classified as intermittent streams; and 

B. toxicity tests conducted on effluent discharges where no 
receiving water is availcible due to zero flow conditions. 
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11. If the receiving water is unsatisfactory as a result of preexist
ing Instream toxicity (fails to fulfill the test acceptance 
criteria of item 3.a.), the permittee may substitute synthetic 
dilution water for the receiving water in all subsequent tests 
provided the unacceptable receiving water test met the following 
stipulations: 

A. a synthetic dilution water control which fulfills the test 
acceptance requirements of item 3.a. was run in addition to 
the receiving water control; 

B. the test indicating receiving water toxicity has been car
ried out to completion (i.e., 7 days); 

C. the permittee Includes all test results indicating receiving 
water toxicity with the full report and information required 
by item 4. below; and 

D. the synthetic dilution water shall have a pH, hardness and 
alkalinity similar to that of the receiving water or closest 
downstreaun perennial water not adversely affected by the 
discharge, provided the magnitude of these parameters will 
not cause toxicity in the synthetic dilution water. 

d. Samples and Composites 

1. The permittee shall collect a minimum of three flow-weighted 
24-hour composite samples each from Outfall(s) 001, 002, 004 and 
005. A 24-hour composite sample consists of a minimum of four 
effluent portions collected at equal time intervals representative 
of a 24-hour operating day and combined proportional to flow or a 
sample continuously collected proportional to flow over a 24-hour 
operating day. 

11. The permittee shall collect second and third 24-hour composite 
samples for use during 24-hour renewals of each dilution concen
tration for each test. The permittee must collect the 24-hour 
composite samples such that the effluent samples are representa
tive of any periodic episode of chlorination, biocide usage or 
other potentially toxic substance discharged on an intermittent 
basis. 

ill. The permittee must collect the 24-hour composite samples so that 
the maximum holding time for any effluent sample shall not exceed 
72 hours. The permittee must have initiated the toxicity test 
within 36 hours after the collection of the last portion of the 
first 24-hour composite sample. Samples shall be chilled to 4 de
grees Centigrade during collection, shipping and/or storage. 

iv. If the flow from the outfall(s) being tested ceases during the 
collection of effluent samples, the requirements for the minimum 
number of effluent samples, the minimum number of effluent por
tions and the sample holding time are waived during that sampling 
period. However, the permittee must collect an effluent composite 
sample volume during the period of discharge that is sufficient to 
complete the required toxicity tests with dally renewal of efflu
ent. When possible, the effluent samples used for the toxicity 
tests shall be collected on separate days if the discharge occurs 
over multiple days. The effluent composite sample collection 
duration and the static renewal protocol associated with the 
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abbreviated sample collection must be documented in the full 
report required in item 4. of this section. 

4. REPORTING 

a. The permittee shall prepare a full report of the results of all tests 
conducted pursuant to this section in accordance with the Report 
Preparation Section of "Short-Term Methods for Estimating the Chronic 
Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms", 
EPA/600/4-89/001, or the most current publication, for every valid or 
invalid toxicity test Initiated whether carried to completion or not. 
The permittee shall retain each full report pursuant to the provisions 
of Part III.C. of this permit. The permittee shall submit full reports 
onlv upon the specific request of the Agency. 

b. The permittee shall submit the results of each valid toxicity test on 
the subsequent monthly DMR for that reporting period in accordance with 
Part III. D. of this permit, as follows: 

Pimephales promelas (Fathead Minnow) 

i. If the Fathead minnow No Observed Effect Concentration (NOEC) for 
survival Is less than the 22% effluent dilution, enter a "1"; 
otherwise, enter a "0". Parsuneter No. TLP6C. 

11. Report the Fathead minnow NOEC value for survival. Parameter 
No. TOP6C. 

111. Report the Fathead minnow NOEC value for growth. 
Parameter No. TPP6C. 

iv. Report the % coefficient of variation (Largest of low flow and 
control dilutions). Parameter No. TQP6C. 

Ceriodaphnia dubia 

1. If the Ceriodaphnia dubia NOEC for survival Is less than the 22% 
effluent dilution, enter a "1"; otherwise, enter a "0". Parameter 
No. TLP3B. 

11. Report the Ceriodaphnia dubia NOEC value for survival. 
Parameter No. T0P3B. 

lii. Report the Ceriodaphnia dubia NOEC value for reproduction, 
Parcuneter No. TPP3B. 

iv. Report the % coefficient of variation (Largest of low flow and 
control dilutions). Parameter No. TQP3B. 

TOXICITY REDUCTION EVALUATION 

Within ninety (90) days OF CONFIRMING LETHALITY IN THE RETESTS, the 
permittee shall submit a TRE Action Plan and Schedule for conducting a 
Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE). The TRB Action Plan shall specify 
the approach and methodology to be used in performing the TRE. A 
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Toxicity Reduction Evaluation is an investigation Intended to determine 
those actions necessary to achieve compliance with water quality-based 
effluent limits by reducing an effluent's toxicity to an acceptable 
level. A TRE is defined as a step-wise process which combines toxicity 
testing and analyses of the physical and chemical characteristics of a 
toxic effluent to identify the constituents causing effluent toxicity 
and/or treatment methods which will reduce the effluent toxicity. The 
TRE Action Plan shall lead to the successful elimination of effluent 
toxicity at the low flow dilution and include the following: 

a. Specific Activities. The plan shall detail the specific approach 
the permittee Intends to utilize in conducting the TRE. The 
approach may Include toxicity characterizations, identifications 
and confirmation activities, source evaluation, treateibility 
studies, or alternative approaches. When the permittee conducts 
Toxicity Characterization Procedures the permittee shall perform 
multiple characterizations and follow the procedures specified in 
the documents "Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evalua
tions: Phase I Toxicity Characterization Procedures" (EPA-600/6-
91/003) and "Toxicity Identification Evaluation: Characterization 
of Chronically Toxic Effluents, Phase I" (EPA-600/6-91/005), or 
alternate procedures. When the permittee conducts Toxicity Identi
fication Evaluations and Confirmations, the permittee shall 
perform multiple Identifications and follow the methods specified 
in the documents "Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification 
Evaluations, Phase II Toxicity Identification Procedures" (EPA/60-
0/3-88/035) and "Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification 
Evaluations, Phase III Toxicity Confirmation Procedurea" (BPA/600-
/3-88/036), as appropriate; 
The documents referenced above may be obtained through the 
National Technical Information Service (NTIS) by phone at 
(703) 487-4650, or by writing: 

U.S. Department of Commerce 
National Technical Information Service 
5285 Port Royal Road 
Springfield, Va. 22161 

b. Sampling Plan (e.g., locations, methods, holding times, 
chain of custody, preservation, etc.). The effluent sample volume 
collected for all tests shall be adequate to perform the toxicity 
test, toxicity characterization, identification and confirmation 
procedures, and conduct chemical specific analyses when a probable 
toxicant has been identified; 

Where the permittee has identified or suspects specific 
pollutant(s) and/or source(s) of effluent toxicity, the permittee 
shall conduct, concurrent with toxicity testing, chemical specific 
analyses for the identified and/or suspected pollutant(s) and/or 
source(s) of effluent toxicity. Where lethality was demonstrated 
within 48 hours of test initiation, each 24 hour composite sample 
shall be analyzed Independently. Otherwise the permittee may 
substitute a composite sample, comprised of equal portions of the 
individual 24 hour composite samples, for the chemical specific 
analysis; 

c. Quality Assurance Plan (e.g., QA/QC implementation, corrective ac
tions, etc.); and 

d. Project Organization (e.g., project staff, project manager, 
consulting services, etc.). 
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2. The permittee shall initiate the TRB Action Plan within thirty (30) days 
of plan and schedule submittal. The permittee shall assume all risks for 
failure to achieve the rec[uired toxicity reduction. 

3. The permittee shall submit a quarterly TRB Activitiea Report, with the 
Discharge Monitoring Report in the months of January, April, July and 
October, containing information on toxicity reduction evaluation activi
ties including: 

a. any data and/or substantiating documentation which identifies the 
pollutant(s) and/or source(s) of effluent toxicity; 

b. any studies/evaluations and results on the treatability of the 
facility's effluent toxicity; and 

c. any data which identifies effluent toxicity control mechanisms 
that will reduce effluent toxicity to the level necessary to meet 
no lethality at the critical low flow effluent concentration. 

A copy of the TRE Activities Report shall be also be submitted to the 
New Mexico Environment Department. 

4. The permittee shall submit a Final Report on Toxicity Reduction Evalua
tion Activities no later than twenty-eight (28) months from confirming 
lethality in the retests, which provides information pertaining to the 
specific control mechanism selected that will, when implemented, result 
in reduction of effluent toxicity to no lethality at the critical low 
flow effluent concentration. The report will also provide a specific 
corrective action schedule for Implementing the selected control 
mechanism. 

A copy of the Final Report on Toxicity Reduction Evaluation Activities 
shall also be submitted to the New Mexico Bnvironment Department. 
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FACILITY: Molycorp 
NPDES NUMBER: ^22306 
OUTFALL NUMBER: 002 
DATE COLLECTED: 1/13/92 

lABORATORY NUMBER: 2AFEJS0601 
TEST ORGANISM: Ceriodaphnia dubia 
ANALYST: Hollister/Euresti 

Results: After 48 hours of ejq»sure, there wa^ no significant mortality in 
organisms ejqposed to the Molycorp effluent (Table 1). 

Measurement's of water chemistry are given in Table 2. 

Dissolved oxygen remained _>93% of saturation throughout the exposure 
period. Temperature was maintained at 25 ̂  1*C. 

TABLE 1. Percentage nortality of (Ceriodaphnia dubia after 48 hours of exposure. 
Twenty neonates (£24 hours old) we 
the control. 

Concentration (%) 

Control 

18 

25 

31 

50 

100 

ejqposed t o each cona 

Mortali ty (%) 

24Hr 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

48 Hr 

5 

5 

0 

5 

0 

10 

TABLE 2. Water chenistry data for the control (dilution water) and the Molycorp 
effluent. Values are given in milligrams per liter. 

Control 

Parameter 
Total Total 

PH Hardness Alkalinity Conductivity Amnonia Chlorine Salinity 

8.6 111 140 398 <0.1 <0.1 

Molycorp 6.9 917 161 1,540 1.6a <0.1 1,000 
^Unionized ammonia was <0.1. 
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FACILITY: Molycorp 
NPEES NUMBER: NM22306 
DATE COLLECTED: 1/13/92 
OUTFALL NUMBER: 002 

EABORATORY NUMBER: 2AFEJS0601 
TEST ORGANISM: Pimephales promelas 
ANALYST: Hollister/Euresti 

Results: After seven days, there was no significant effect in organisns exposed 
to the Molycorp effluent (Table 1). 

Measurements of water chemistry are given in Table 2, 

Dissolved oxygen remained 2.89% of saturation througfiout the exposure 
period. Teiperature was maintained at 25+1'C. 

TABLE 1, Percentage of fathead minnow embryo/larvae affected after seven 
days of exposure. "IV̂ enty anbryos were ejqposed to each concen
tration and the control. 

Concentration 

Control 

18 

25 

31 

50 

100 

(%) Organisms Affected^ (%) 

5 

0 

0 

10 

20 

5 
Êffectis include the combined number of dead embryos (unhatched) and 
larvae and also organisms exhibiting terata and abnormal swinsning 
behavior. 

TABLE 2. Water chemistry data recorded on day 0 for the control (dilution water) 
and 100% effluent. Values are given as milligrams per liter. 

Parameter 
Total Unionized Total 

FH Hardness AUcalinity Conductivity Ammonia Arnmonia Chlorine Salinity 

Control 7.9 166 178 468 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 

Molycorp 6.9 917 161 1,540 1.6 <0.1 <0.1 1,000 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 6 

1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200 
DALLAS, TEXAS 7520^2733 

August 26, 1992 

Mr. David Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 
Molycorp, Inc. 
P. O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

Re: NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 

Dear Mr. Shoemaker: 

Consistent with our conversation of August 25, 1992,1 am requesting that your reapplication be 
based on the most sensitive test methods under 40 CFR 136. To assist you in this process I have 
enclosed a copy of our document entitled "Region 6 Development of Minimum Quantification 
Levels." This document specifies test methods for some, but not all, of the parameters of concem for 
your reissued permit. 

As we discussed, the application of New Mexico Water Quality Standards (WQS) is new for this 
permit. We do not have water quality information on the Red River above Molycorp's discharges. 
We request that you provide us with ambient ia-stream concentrations in Segment No. 2-120 of the 
Red River, above the point of influence by your Outfall No. 002, for the following water quality 
parameters: 

Total Arsenic 
Total Cadmium 
Total Cyanide 
Total Lead 
Total Zinc 
Total Aluminum 
Total Boron 
Total Chromium 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium 
Total Vanadium 
Ra 226 + Ra228 (in pCi/1) 
Total Beryllium 
Total Nickel 
Total Silver 
Un-ionized Ammonia (as N) 

Page 1 



Total Residual (Thlorine 
Total Inorganic Nitrogen (as N) 
Total Organic Carbon 
Total Phosphorus (as P) 

All of these parameters should also be addressed under the reapplication for Outfalls 001 and (X)2 in 
addition to the other technology parameters. In addition, we request that you provide us with ambient 
instream water quality levels for hardness, as CaCo3, and Total Suspended Solids (TSS). These last 
two parameters are important for our calculation of in-stream concentrations associated with the 
receiving stream uses addressed under New Mexico WQS. 

I have requested that our Issuance Section provide you with the impropriate ^plication Forms 1, 2C 
and 2F. Please contact Jenaie Franke at (214) 655-7190 if there are any questions on these. Also, I 
have discussed your Storm Water questions with Paulette Johnsey, who can be reached at (214) 655-
7175. She plans to contact you on this matter. If you plan to apply for any of these storm water 
discharges under individual permits, please provide us with the appropriate Forms 2F with your 
reduplication. 

We request that you provide us with the reapplication at the earliest possible time, but no later than 
December 20, 1992. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (214) 655-7180. 

Sincerely, 

Fred Humke, P.E. 
Industrial Permits Section, 6W-PI 

Enclosure 

Page 2 
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^<i€0SB,;̂  UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 6 

1445 ROSS AVE7IUE 
DALLAS, TEXAS 75202-2733 

JUN 0 1 1 9 9 3 

REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

Ms. Linda Rael-Vigil 
P.O. Box 620 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

Re: NPDES No. NM0022306, MolyCorp. 

Dear Ms. Rael-Vigil: 

This is to acknowledge your letter of May 25, 1993. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) welcomes and encourages 
public participation in its decision-making. Therefore, your 
letter will be carefully considered and included in the process of 
making a final decision. 

In addition, all public comments, including yours, on each proposed 
permit are reviewed to determine whether or not there is sufficient 
public interest to require a public hearing. If a public hearing 
is scheduled for this proposed permit, you will be notified of the 
time and place. Your attendance at the hearing is urged and your 
participation will be appreciated. 

Thank you for your concern and interest. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Issuance Section (6W-PS) 

cc: NHED 

bcc: reading file 
VAoleei=y/ Humke 
permit file 



y ^ % UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
$ ^ % \ REGION 6 
i t ^ M K ^ 1 1445 ROSS AVENUE 
% ^ ^ 1 ^ ^ / DALLAS, TEXAS 75202-2733 

JUN 1 0 1993 

REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

Mr . R o b e r t o M. V i g i l 
P . O . Box 333 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

Re: NPDES No. NM0022306, MolyCorp. 

Dear Mr. Vigil: 

This is to acknowledge your letter of May 25, 1993. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) welcomes and encourages 
public participation in its decision-making. Therefore, your 
letter will be carefully considered and included in the process of 
making a final decision. 

In addition, all public comments, including yours, on each proposed 
permit are reviewed to determine whether or not there is sufficient 
public interest to require a public hearing. If a public hearing 
is scheduled for this proposed permit, you will be notified of the 
time and place. Your attendance at the hearing is urged and your 
participation will be appreciated. 

Thank you for your concern and interest. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Issuance Section (6W-PS) 

cc: NMED 

bcc: Reading File 
Permit File 
Vicjtsryy Humkê .̂ ^ 



ĵ <̂ tD sr̂ ^̂  UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
^ ^ % ^ REGION 6 

1445 ROSS AVENUE 
DALLAS, TEXAS 75202-2733 

JUN 1 0 1993 

REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

Mr. A. Wilfred Rael 
Ms. Penelope Rael 
P.O. Box 603 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

Re: NPDES No. NM0022306, MolyCorp. 

Dear Mr. and Ms. Rael: 

This is to acknowledge your letter of May 25, 1993. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) welcomes and encourages 
public participation in its decision-making. Therefore, your 
letter will be carefully considered and included in the process of 
making a final decision. 

In addition, all public comments, including yours, on each proposed 
permit are reviewed to determine whether or not there is sufficient 
public interest to reguire a public hearing. If a public hearing 
is scheduled for this proposed permit, you will be notified of the 
time and place. Your attendance at the hearing is urged and your 
participation will be appreciated. 

Thank you for your concern and interest. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Issuance Section (6W-PS) 

cc: NMED 
bcc: Reading File 

Permit File 
Viekeryy Huxnke 



y ^ ^ % UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 6 

1445 ROSS AVENUE 
DALLAS, TEXAS 75202-2733 

JUN 1 0 1993 

^ if% "& REGION6 
I r^Stt^ 1 1445 ROSS AVENUE 

REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

Mr. Brian Shields 
Projects Director 
Amigos Bravos, 
Friends of the Wild Rivers 
P.O. Box 238 
Taos, New Mexico 87571 

Re: NPDES No. NM0022306, MolyCorp. 

Dear Mr. Shields: 

This is to acknowledge your letter of May 25, 1993. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) welcomes and encourages 
public participation in its decision-making. Therefore, your 
letter will be carefully considered and included in the process of 
making a final decision. 

In addition, all public comments, including yours, on each proposed 
permit are reviewed to determine whether or not there is sufficient 
public interest to require a public hearing. If a public hearing 
is scheduled for this proposed permit, you will be notified of the 
time and place. Your attendance at the hearing is urged and your 
participation will be appreciated. 

Thank you for your concern and interest. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Issuance Section (6W-PS) 

cc: NMED 

bcc: Reading File 
Permit File 
ĵ ickery / Humke 



F I L E NAME: MM22306.P3R 

< X > 
i L 

INDUSTRIAL 
'MUNICIPAL 

POST 3RD ROUND DATA - FY93 
NPDES PERMIT NO. 
PERMITTEE 
LOCATION 
OUTFALL NO(S). 
RECEIVING STREAM 
PREVIOUS CRITICAL DILUTION 

NM0022306 
Molycorp, Inc. 
Questa, NM 
001/002 
Red River 
001=18%/002=2.8% 

PREPARED BY (6W-PT) 
DATE PREPARED 

Maria Martinez 
November 25, 1992 

NUMBER AND DATES OF 3RD ROUND LETHALITY FAILURES 

LETHALITY 
FAILED TEST DATES 

LETHALITY 
FAILED TEST DATES 

rPOjBT^THIRD-ROUND-REC0MMENDATIONS~^ 

ORGANISM NO. 1 
FRESHWATER 

i L 
iPIMEPmiiES^PROMELAS 
CERIODAP^IA~DUBIA-
"DAPHNIA PULEZ 

r3 

ORGANISM NO. 
{0} 
{N/A} 

ORGANISM NO. 

1 

2 
{0} 
{N/A} 

FREQUENCY FOR ORGANISM NO 

{_ }_ MONTHLY 
( {_X_}ZZ1Q^^ERLYI 
{ } SEMI-ANNUAL 
{ } ANNUAL 

Outfall 002 was only required to be monitored ONCE. 

MARINE 
i 1_ 
i L_ 

MENIDIA SP. 
'MYSIDOPSIS BAHIA 

ORGANISM NO. 2 
FRESHWATER 

FREQUENCY FOR ORGANISM NO 

i L PIMEPHALES PROMELAS 
CERIODAPHNIA DUBIAD 
'DAPHNIA PULEZ 

i I MONTHLY 
QJJARTEKLY 

Outfall 002 only required to be monitored ONCE. 

{ } SEMI=ANNUAL 
^ } ANNUAL 



MARINE 
i 1_ 
i L_ 

MENIDIA SP. 
'MYSIDOPSIS BAHIA 

CRITICAL DILUTION SERIES 

TRE/WET LIMIT DATA 
TRE STATUS 

FACTOR 0.75 

< 3C > 
i I 
i L 
i I 

IF TRE EZPIRES IN FY/93, GIVE EZPIRATION DATE 

NONE 
CURRENT 
EZPIRED 
EZPIRIN6 

{N/A} 

WET LIMIT RECOMMENDED 

TRE COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE 

COMMENTS 
Ambient~toxicity has been documented. 

{ 
{ 

{ 
{ 

z 

z 

} 
} 

} 
1 

NO 
YES 

NONE 
YES 

According to my desk file, the permittee still lacks two c[uarterl 
effluent from Outfall 001. 
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TO: (Nama, offlc* aymbol, room numbar, 
buUdiitt.AguKy/l'oti) 

, . -VICKERY 

«. ENGINEER - W^JKV^ 

•. PERMIT FILE NO. MK?_^?)C)Co 

4. K\)(lAl(tU^ ^ ^ - ^ r ^ ^ 

t. 
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^ 

fM\on 
Approval 
As RequesUd 
Circulate 
Commant 
Coordination 

Fil« 
For aaaranco 
ForCorraction 
For Your Infonnatton 
Invvstigate 
Justify 

IniUala Oat* 

Note and Ratum 
Ptr Convarsation 
Prapara Reply 
SaaMa 
Signatura 

REMARKS 

COMMENT LETTER - PN DATED: H-ll'^3 

ENGINEER HAS FILE c ^ ^ 

PERMIT FILE ATTACHED 

DO NOT UM thla form a« a RCOORO of approvals, cofKurrences, disposals, 
claarancas, and simitar actlofls 

FROM: (Nama, org. symbol, Afncy/Fott) 

CALDWELL 

Room No.—BMg. 

PtMMM No. 

B04I-I01 OPTIONAL FORM 41 (Rav. 7-76) 
PrmcfllMd br OSA 
miR (41 cnt) lo i - i i jos 

« GPO : 1981 0 - 381-S:9 OOS) 
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ROUTING ANO TRANSMITTAI. SUF 
Oate 

TO; (ttama, oftlcasymbot, room tiitmbef, 
buimiag, Agancy/Post) 

\ . 

2./ ls>^A^ O- (!» 

3. P^ 
*-MHQl?)^( 

fil-^ ^NiA 
n 

Action 

Approval 

As Requested 

Circulate 

Comment 

Coordination 

Initials Date 

^ 

File Note and Retum 

For Clearance Par Conversation 

For Correction Prepare Reply 

Fbr Ydur Infomtation 

Investigate 

Justiiy 

REMARKS 

Oo Bene .<^^ 

^ l ^ H 

DO NOT u ^ this tomi a6 9. RECORD o f approvals, concanences, disposals, 
ctearances, and similar actions 

fROtKi (Name. org. symt)oliAg0iKy/Past) 

- . . . 

Room No>-^id8> 

Phone No. 

•it U.S.GJ>.0.1992312-070/60010 
OPTIOH AL FORM 41 (Rev. 7*76) 
Pra«ctib«dt«aSA 
PJPMR(41 CFmT01-1ljMl« 

\ 

r"' 



JSS^ . 

MEMORANOlSM 
OF CALL 

T O : Prevfous editions usable 

S^/Uof ^j^^uyyM. , 
Y O U W E R E v r S I T E D B Y -

• ^ " ' ^ ^ 

J PLEASE PHO?J! 

_ J WILL CALL AGAIN P ] 

L J AUTOVON 

IS WAITING TO SEE VOU 
[ j RETURNED VOUR CALL M WISHES AN APPOINTMENT 

KECEIVgtj BV 

63-110 NSN 7540 -0^34 -4018 STANPyl 

T IME 

FPMR ( 4 I C F « 1 101-11 ^ 

MEMORANDllM 
OF CALL Previous editions usable 

TOt" 

-J?/7/^' 
Q ••'YOU WERE CALLED BY-

/? ' 7 / OP (OraariiMtioii) 

u^/^ 

YOU WERE VISITED BY-

ASE PHONE ! • r~| FTS 

Kr6 - / ^30 
J AUTOVON 

4 
I ] WILL CALL AGAIN \P\ IS WAITING TO SEE YOU 

J RETURNED YOUR CALL L J WISHES AN APPOINTMENT 
MESSAOe 

RECEIVED a y/) r^3 TJf̂ c-
63-UO NSN 7540-00-634-4018 STANOAl tD FORM 63 (Rev, 8-81) 

\ 



WATER QUALITY SCREENING PROGRAM FOR 
EPA BIOACCUMULATION CRITERIA FOR HUMAN HEALTH PROTECTION 

PERMITTEE: 

NPDES PERMIT NO: 

INDIVIDUAL STATE ASSUMPTIONS 

Molycorp, Inc. 

NM0022306 <===INPUT LABEL HERE 

STATE 

ARKANSAS (ALL WATERS) 

LOUISIANA (ALL WATERS) 

NEW HEXICO (ALL WATERS) 

OKLAHOMA (ALL WATERS) 

TEXAS 
FRESHWATER 
MARINE 
INCIDENTAL FRESHWATER FISHERY 
INCIDENTAL MARINE FISHERY 

EPA DEFAULT ASSUMPTIONS 

FISH CONSUMPTION 
RATE (g/day) 

6.5 

20.0 

6.5 

6.5 

10.0 
15.0 

RY 1.0 
1.5 

6.5 

CANCER 
RISK LEVEL 

l.OOE-05 

1.00E-06 

l.OOE-05 

l.OOE-05 

l.OOE-05 
l.OOE-05 
l.OOE-05 
l.OOE-05 

1.00E-06 

SITE SPECIFIC ASSUMPTIONS 

• CONSUMPTION OF AQUATIC ORGANISMS ONLY 
• FISH CONSUMPTION RATE (g/day): 
* RISK LEVEL FOR CARCINOGENS: 
* HUMAN HEALTH 

CRITICAL DILUTION (% EFFLUENT): 

6.5 
l.OOE-05 <===INPUT VALUE HERE 

18.00% <===INPUT VALUE HERE 

POLLUTANT 

METALS 

Antimony 
Arsenic 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromi un 
Chromiin (3-I-) 
Chromium (frf) 
Copper 
Lead 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silver 
Thallium 
Zinc 
Cyanide 

DIOXIN 

2,3.7,8-TCDO 

VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 

Acrolein 
Acrylonitrile 
Benzene 
Bromoform 

STATE END OF PIPE 
EPA SPECIFIC EFFLUENT 

HUMAN HEALTH HUMAN HEALTH CONCENTRATION 
BIOACCUMULATION BIOACCUMULATION TO MEET 

CRITERIA CRITERIA CRITERIA 
(M9/L) (fig/L) (Mg/L) 

4308 
0.14 
0.13 

673077 

0.153 
4584 

48 

************ 

0.000000014 

780 
0.665 
71.28 
363.5 

4308 23933.33333 
1.4 7.777777777 
1.3 7.222222222 

********•••* *********••• 
673077 3739316.666 

************ 

************ 
0.153 0.85 
4584 25466.66666 

************ ************ 
************ ***••*••**** 

48 266.6666666 
************ ******•••*** 
************ ************ 

0.00000014 0.000000777 N/A 

780 
6.65 
712.8 
3635 

4333.333333 
36.94444444 

3960 
20194.44444 

PERMITTEE 
EFFLUENT 

CONCENTRATION 
(Mg/L) 

50 
10 
5 
20 
10 

N/A 
N/A 

80 
110 

0.24 
20 
5 

1.6 
5 
17 
1 

EFFLUENT 
CONCENTRATION 
• 2.13 FACTOR 

(M/L) 

106.5 
21.3 
10.65 
42.6 
21.3 

0 
0 

170.4 
234.3 
0.5112 
42.6 
10.65 
3.408 
10.65 
36.21 
2.13 

DOES 
EFFLUENT 

CONCENTRATION 
EXCEED 

CRITERIA? 

NO 
YES 
YES 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 

20 
10 
1 
5 

42.6 
21.3 
2.13 
10.65 

NO 

NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 



Carbon Tetrachloride 
Chlorobenzene 
Chlorodibromomethane 
Chloroethane 
2-Chloroethyl Vinyl Ether 
Chlorofonn 
D i chIorobrcmomethane 
1,1-Dichloroethane 
1,2-Dichloroethane 
1,1-Dichloroethylene 
1,2-Dichloropropane 
1,3-Dichloropropylene 
Ethylbenzene 
Methyl Bromide 
Methyl Chloride 
Methylene Chloride 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
1,1,2-Trichloroetharie 
Trichloroethylene 
Vinyl Chloride 

ACID COMPOUNDS 

4.42 

34.2 
************ 

470.8 
22.09 

98.6 
3.2 

************ 
1691 

28718 
4020 

470.8 
1578 
10.8 
8.85 

201294 

1030000 
41.99 
80.7 
525 

44.2 245.5555555 

342 1900 
************ ************ 
*•••******** ************ 

4708 26155.55555 
220.9 1227.222222 

************ ************ 
986 5477.777777 
32 177.7777777 

************ **•••*••*•** 
1691 9394.444444 

28718 1595U.4444 
4020 22333.33333 
4708 26155.55555 
15780 87666.66666 
108 600 

88.5 491.6666666 
201294 1118300 

************ ••*•******** 

10 

2-Chlorophenol 
2,4-Dichlorophenol 
2,4-Dimethylphenol 
4,6-Dinitro-o-Cresol 
2,4-Dinitrophenol 
2-Nitrophenol 
4-Nitrophenol 
ParachIorometacresoI 
PentachIorophenoI 
Phenol 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 

BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 

Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Anthracene 
Benzidine 
Benzo (a) Anthracene 
Benzo (a) Pyrene 
3,4-Benzofluoranthene 
Benzo (ghi) Perylene 
Benzo (l() Fluoranthene 
Bis(2-chloroethoxy) Methane 
Bis(2-chloroethyl) Ether 
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl) Ether 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl) Phthalate 
4-Broinophenyl Phenyl Ether 
Butyl Benzyl Phthalate 
2-Chloronapthalene 
4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl Ether 
Chrysene 
Dibenzo (a,h) Anthracene 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 
3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine 
Diethyl Phthalate 
Dimethyl Phthalate 
Di-N-Butyl Phthalate 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 
Di-N-octyl Phthalate 
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
HexachIorobenzene 
HexachIorobutadi ene 
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 

1030000 
419.9 
807 
5250 

************ ************ 

************ ************ 
765 765 

14264 14264 

************ ************ 
************ ************ 

8.16 81.6 
4615385 4615385 

6.5 65 

5722222.222 
2332.777777 
4483.333333 
29166.66666 

************ 

4250 
79244.44444 
*******••••• 

453.3333333 
25641027.77 
361.1111111 

107692 
0.000535 
0.0311 
0.0311 
0.0311 

************ 
0.0311 

************ 
1.42 

174400 
5.92 

5202 
************ 
************ 

0.0311 
0.0311 
17432 
2600 
2600 
0.077 
118019 

2900000 
12100 
9.1 

0.54 
374.6 

14358.5 
0.00077 

49.7 
************ 

•*••******** 
************ 

107692 598288.8888 
0.00535 0.029722222 
0.311 1.727777777 
0.311 1.727777777 
0.311 1.727777777 

************ ************ 
0.311 1.727777777 

14.2 78.88888888 
174400 968888.8888 
59.2 328.8888888 

************ ************ 
5202 28900 

************ ************ 
WWwwwwwwwWWIff WwwwWwwwwwWW 

0.311 1.727777777 
0.311 y.TiTfrrm 
17432 96844.44444 
2600 14444.44444 
2600 14444.44444 
0.77 k.zimnn 

118019 655661.1111 
2900000 16111111.11 

12100 67222.22222 
91 505.5555555 

N/A 

N/A 

10 
10 

*******•*••• 
5.4 

374.6 
14358.5 
0.0077 

497 

30 
2081.111111 
79769.444a 
0.042777777 
2761.111111 

10 
10 
10 
10 
50 
10 
50 

50 
10 

10 
10 
10 
100 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
20 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

2.13 
2.13 
2.13 
2.13 
21.3 
2.13 
2.13 
2.13 
2.13 
2.13 
2.13 
2.13 
2.13 
21.3 
21.3 
10.65 
2.13 
2.13 
2.13 
2.13 
2.13 
2.13 
2.13 
2.13 

21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
106.5 
21.3 
106.5 

0 
106.5 
21.3 

0 

21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
213 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
42.6 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 

NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 

NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 

NO 
NO 
NO 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
NO 

YES 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
YES 
YES 
NO 
NO 
NO 

YES 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
YES 
NO 
NO 



HexachIoroethane 
Indeno (1,2,3-cd) Pyrene 
Isophorone 
Naphthalene 
Nitrobenzene 
N-Nitrosodimethylamine 
N-Nitrosodi-N-Propylamine 
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 
Phenanthrene 
Pyrene 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 

PESTICIDES AND PCBs 

Aldrin 
Alpha-BHC 
Beta-BHC 
Gamna-BHC (Lindane) 
Delta-BHC 
Chlordane 
4,4'-DDT 
4,4'-DDE 
4,4'-DDD 
Dieldrin 
Alpha-Endosulfan 
Beta-Endosulfan 
Endosulfan Sulfate 
Endrin 
Endrin Aldehyde 
Heptachlor 
Heptachlor Epoxide 
PCB-1242 
PCB-1254 
PCB-1221 
PCB-1232 
PCB-1248 
PCB-1260 
PCB-1016 
Toxaphene 

8.85 
0.0311 
599.7 

************ 
1863 
8.12 

•••••••••••* 
16.2 

10769.2 

0.00014 
0.0131 
0.046 

0.0625 
************ 

0.000588 
0.00059 
0.00059 
0.00083 

0.000144 
1.99 
1.99 

************ 
************ 

0.000214 
0.0001 

0.000045 
0.000045 
0.000045 
0.000045 
0.000045 
0.000045 
0.000045 
0.00075 

88.5 
0.311 
5997 

1863 
81.2 

162 
************ 

10769.2 
************ 

0.0014 
0.131 
0.46 

0.625 
************ 

0.00588 
0.0059 
0.0059 
0.0083 

0.001U 
1.99 
1.99 

************ 
************ 

0.00214 
0.001 

0.00045 
0.00045 
0.00045 
0.00045 
0.00045 
0.00045 
0.00045 
0.0075 

491.6666666 
\ . m n i i i i 
33316.66666 

10350 
451.1111111 
• f t * * * * * * * * * * 

900 

59828.88888 

0.0077777n 
o . r i f f f f f f r 
2.555555555 
3.472222222 

0.032666666 
Q.032 f f f / f f 
0.032777777 
0.046111111 

0.008 
11.05555555 
11.05555555 
************ 
************ 
* * * * * * A A A A A A WWWWWWWWWWWW 

0.011888888 
0.005555555 

0.0025 
0.0025 
0.0025 
0.0025 
0.0025 
0.0025 
0.0025 

0.041666666 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

0.05 
0.05 
O.OS 
0.05 
0.05 
0.05 
0.1 
0.1 
0:1 
0.1 
0.05 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.05 
0.05 
O.S 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
1 

21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 
21.3 

0 

0.1065 
0.1065 
0.1065 
0.1065 
0.1065 
0.1065 
0.213 
0.213 
0.213 
0.213 
0.1065 
0.213 
0.213 
0.213 
0.213 
0.1065 
0.1065 
1.065 
1.065 
1.065 
1.065 
1.065 
1.065 
1.065 
2.13 

NO 
YES 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 

YES 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
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114 RIO CRA.1DE BASI.1 

0826S000 RED RIVER NEAR QUESTA, NM 

LOCATION. —Lat 56*'t2"12", long I05"3';'0',", In :lEl<SE>! soc. 32, T.29 rl., R.n E. (projecte.l), Taoa County, lly,lrologIc Unit 11020101, in 
Carson :latlonaI Forest, on left bank 1.3 ml (2.1 km) upstream from Cabresto Creek, 1.5 ml (2.4 km) cast of Questa, and ac mile 9.0 
(14.5 km). 

DRAINAGE AREA.— 113 ml' (293 km»). 

WATER-DISCHARGE RECORDS 
PERIOD OF RECORD.—April to October 1910 and January to September 1911 (gage heights and discharge measurements only), October 1912 ;c 

Harch 1924, May 1924 to September 1925, January to March 1926, September 1926 to current year. Monthly discharge only for some 
periods, published to WSP 1312. Published aa Rio Colorado above Questa 1910-11, 1926-30, and as Rio Colorado near Questa 1912-23, 
1930-48. 

REVISED RECORDS.—WSP 808: 1935. WSP 1392: 1913. 1932, 1941, 1947-48. WSP 1712: Drainage area. „ 
CAGE.—Water-stage recorder. Wood or concrete control since Mar. 20, 1936. Datum of gage is 7,451.92 ft (2,271.345 m) National Geode::, 

Vertical Datum of 1929. See WSP 1923 for history of changes prior to Oct. 4, 1938. 
REMARKS.—Water-discharge records good except thoae for winter period and those for May and June, which are poor. Diversions for 

irrlgacloQ of a few hundred acres above station. Figures of discharge do not include flow in South ditch which diverts from left 
bank 1,500 ft (460 m) upstream and bypassee gage for irrigation and stock water below. 

Since January 1966 surface and ground water diversions by Molybdenum Corp. of America (Molycorp) refinery 5.5 ml (8.8 km) upstreaa 
bypass gage In calllnga pipelines on left bank and discharge Into settling pond 3 mi (5 km) downstream. Effluent from this pond 
enters Red River as surface water and la Included in dlacharge at Red River below Fish Hatchery, near Questa (station 08266820). 
See tabulation below for bypass flow of water. 

AVERAGE DISCHARGE.—52 years (water years 1913-25, 1927-65), 55.9 ft'/s (1.583 m»/a), 40,500 acre-ft/yr (49.9 hm'/yr), prior to exten.lv 
upstream diveralons by rtilycorp; 14 years (water years 1966-79), 33.6 ft'/s (0.952 m'/s), 24,340 acre-ft/yr (30.0 hm>/yr). 

EXTREMES FOR PERIOD OF RECORD (SINCE 1929).—Maximum discharge, 886 ft>/s (25.1 m'/s) May 25, 1942, from rating curve extended above 
450 ft'/s (13 m'/s): maximum gage height, 5.80 ft (1.768 m) June 8, 1979; minimum discharge, 1.5 ft'/s (0.042 m'/s) Nov. 23, 1957. 
The maximum discharge of May 25, 1942, may have been equalled or exceeded by the peak of June 15, 1921. 

EXTRDIES FOR CURREIT YEAR.—Peak discharges above base of 160 ft'/s (4.5 m'/s) and maximum (*): 

JDUCD OF RK 

Date 

May 9 
May 27 

Time 

2000 
aOlOO 

Discharge Cage height 
(ft'/o). (m'/s) (ft). (m) 

197 
a675 

5.58 
19.1 

3.55 1.082 

Date 

June 8 

Time 

2200 

Discharge 
(ft'/s) (m'/s) 

Gage height 
(ft) (m) 

5.80 1.768 

Minimum discharge, 1.8 ft^/a (0.051 m'/s) Dec. 13, result of freeieup. 

OAt OCT 

DISCHARGE. IN CUBIC FEET PER SECOND, HATER YEAR OCTOBER 1978 TO SEPTEMBER 1979 

NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APn MAY JUN JUL AUG 

t Bypass flow of water, in acre- fee t , through t a i l i ngs p ipel ines ; records furnished by Molycorp. 

SEP 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

11 

{̂  
14 
IS 

16 
17 
IB 
19 
20 

21 
22 
23 
24 
2S 

26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

TOTAL 
MEAN 

MAX 
MIN 
AC-ET 

(t) 

CAL YR 
NTR YR 

8.0 
8.0 
B.l 
7.8 
7.3 

7.2 
6.S 
7.6 
7.1 
6.5 

7.0 
7.4 
7.4 
8.7 
9.2 

8.2 
8.1 
7.6 
8.6 
7.9 

10 
13 
12 
12 
12 

11 
12 
11 
11 
11 
11 

280.2 
9.04 

13 
S.S 
SS6 
552 

1978 TOTAL 
1979 TOTAL 

9 . g 
9.9 
12 
17 
14 

12 
12 
12 
11 
11 

11 
14 
It 
11 
11 

9.2 
7.3 
8.9 
8.3 
8.9 

9.1 
10 
8.9 
9.3 
13 

10 
9.8 
B.O 
7.6 
8.7 

... 
315.S 
10.5 

17 
7.3 
626 
573 

9111 
31983 

8.4 
8.8 
6.S 
4.3 
5.3 

5.3 
4.6 
3.5 
2.7 
2.5 

2.5 
3.5 
4.6 
5.0 
5.0 

S.O 
S.S 
6.0 
6.0 
S.S 

4.0 
3.7 
4.2 
4.2 
4.3 

4.4 
4.5 
4.7 
4.B 
5.1 
5.2 

149.8 
4.83 
8.8 
2.5 
297 
552 

2 MEAN 
4 MEAN 

4.6 
4.0 
4.S 
5.0 
5.0 

5.0 
S.O 
4.9 
S.O 
5.5 

S.S 
6.0 
6.1 
5.5 
6.5 

6.8 
6.9 
7.4 
8.1 
7.2 

5.3 
B.S 
6.9 
S.I 
8.4 

9.2 
6.8 
5.2 
5.0 
5.0 
4.5 

184.6 
5.95 
9.2 
4.0 
366 
461 

25.0 MAX 
87.6 MAX 

S.O 
6.0 
6.6 
6.5 
6.4 

6.2 
6.0 
5.8 
5.4 
5.8 

5.5 
5.2 
5.9 
6.3 
6.6 

6.1 
6.7 
6.1 
7.6 
7.6 

7.4 
8.1 
7.8 
8.3 
7.1 

8.3 
8.6 
7.2 

... 

... 

... 
186.1 
6.65 
8.6 
S.O 
369 
536 

107 
557 

6.6 
6.8 
6.5 
6.3 
6.9 

7.5 
8.9 
B.S 
8.1 
7.7 

8.7 
9.8 
9.7 
10 
11 

12 
14 
14 
12 
11 

11 
11 
11 
10 
10 

11 
12 
14 
14 
12 
13 

315.0 
10.2 
14 

6.3 
625 
501 

MIN 2.5 
MIN 2.5 

12 
9.2 
12 
10 
11 

12 
14 
18 
23 
22 

20 
19 
17 
21 
27 

37 
53 
61 
99 
100 

100 
106 
125 
139 
145 

131 
130 
131 
134 
130 

... 
1888.2 

62.9 
145 
9.2 

37S0 
575 

Ac-ri 
Ac-n 

126 
126 
127 
118 
119 

139 
157 
167 
181 
174 

160 
134 
121 
127 
126 

149 
161 
182 
250 
300 

400 
380 
378 
400 
420 

500 
550 
540 
530 
520 
500 

8262 
267 
550 
118 

16390 
510 

18070 t 
63440 t 

480 
460 
440 
420 
400 

381 
419 
528 
557 
510 

481 
439 
481 
464 
475 

459 
412 
372 
372 
330 

305 
300 
298 
314 
362 

347 
325 
333 
330 
323 
... 

12137 
405 
557 
298 

24070 
448 

6180 
6280 

325 
335 
312 
278 
249 

227 
223 
206 
200 
191 

."•184 
175 
167 
162 
159 

154 
152 
154 
143 
135 

126 
122 
U B 
114 
111 

107 
103 
103 
99 
95 
91 

5322 
172 
335 
91 

10S60 
483 

86 
63 
78 
76 
73 

71 
70 
69 
74 
78 

76 
70 
65 
71 
85 

80 
75 
7u 
65 
63 

59 
55 
54 
51 
49 

SO 
49 
48 
46 
45 
43 

2029 
65.5 
86 
43 

4020 
522 

... 
9|4 

30.5 

1810 
566 

OKTB 

OCT 
1 7 . . . 

•ov 
1 4 . . -

»a 
16. •• 

<a»B 
20.-

WB 
16., 

KU 
23.-

JOB 
18.. 

JUL 
, M.-
*WlG 

29.. 

' 25. 

4lt||iot grab 

;&:. 

EA' 

OCT 
17 

NOV 
14 

JAK 
1( 

NAI 
2( 

API 
2( 

HA: 
2 

JW 
1 

JU 
2 

AU 
2 

se 
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y ^ ° «̂ 4>, UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
^ if% \ REGION 6 
I t ^ M ^ S 1445 ROSS AVENUE 
%.^|^t,/ DALLAS. TEXAS 75202-2733 

NOTICE 

February 4, 1993 

This pre-public notice draft NPDES fact sheet and permit for 
Molycorp (NM0022306) has been mailed to Glenn Savims of the New 
Mexico Environment Department (NMED) and Fred Martinez of 
Molycorp on February 4, 1993. Comments or suggestions received 
by me (FAX acceptable at 214-655-6490) by February 19, 1993 will 
be considered for inclusion in the draft public notice documents. 
This notice has been included in the mailings. 

Fred O. Htimke 
I n d u s t r i a l Permi t s Sec t i on , 6W-PI 



>» ĵ <<«o«t«;̂  UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
* ̂ mm \ REGION 6 
I t ^ M ^ g 1445 ROSS AVENUE 
% , ^ ^ | ^ ^ * DALLAS. TEXAS 75202-2733 

NOTICE 

February 4, 1993 

This pre-public notice draft NPDES fact sheet and permit for 
Molycorp (NM0022306) has been mailed to Glenn Saums of the New 
Mexico Environment Department (NMED) and Fred Martinez of 
Molycorp on February 4, 1993. Comments or suggestions received 
by me (FAX acceptable at 214-655-6490) by February 19, 1993 will 
be considered for inclusion in the draft public notice documents. 
This notice has been included in the mailings. 

Fred O. Humke 
Industrial Permits Section, 6W-PI 



PROGRAM A193 (LOG-PEARSON TYPE III STATISTICS) - REVISED JAN. 1986 

NOTE: USE OF LOG-PEARSON TYPE III DISTRIBUTION IS FOR PRELIMINARY MACHINE COMPUTATION; 
USER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ASSESSMENT AND INTERPRETATION. 

STATION - 08266820 RED RIVER BL FISH HATCHERY. NR QUESTA.NM N = 12 NZI = 0 

1979-1990, 12 MON PERIOD ENDING SEPTEMBER 30 

4-DAY LOW VALUE 

INPUT DATA (ZERO VALUES OMITTED) 

26.000 38.000 30.000 31.000 34.000 28.000 34.000 37.000 39.000 38.000 
38.000 34.000 

*** THE FOLLOWING STATISTICS (MEAN THROUGH COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION) ARE BASED ON ONLY THE NON-ZERO VALUES *** 

MEAN = 33.917 
VARIANCE = 18.811 
STANDARD DEVIATION = 4.337 
SKEWNESS = -0.566 
STANDARD ERROR OF SKEWNESS = 0.637 
SERIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENT = 0.092 
COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION = 0.128 

MEAN LOGS = 1.527 
VARIANCE LOGS = 0.003 
STANDARD DEVIATION LOGS = 0.058 
SKEWNESS LOGS = -0.734 
STANDARD ERROR OF SKEWNESS LOGS = 
SERIAL CORRELATION 
COEFFICIENT OF 

COEFFICIENT LOGS = 
VARIATION 

NON EXCEED PROB 

0.0100 
0.0200 
0.0500 
0.1000 
0.2000 
0.3330 
0.5000 
0.8000 
0.9000 
0.9600 
0.9800 

END OF PROGRAM 

END OF DATA 

LOGS = 0 

RECURRENCE INTERVAL 

A193. 

100.00 
50.00 
20.00 
10.00 
5.00 
3.00 
2.00 
1.25 
1.11 
1.04 
1.02 

0.637 
0. 

.038 
057 

PARAMETER V/ 

23.020 
24.360 
26.378 
28.164 
30.298 
33.056 
34.197 
37.722 
39.371 
40.964 
41.898 
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> ' 
Wednesday 
Septembers. 1992 

Non Construction-Industrial 
Permit Language 
Part 111 

Environmental 
Protection Agency 
Final NPDES General Permits For Storm 
Water Discharges Associated With 
Industrial Activity; Permit Language 



Federal Register / Vol. 57, No. 175 / Wednesday, September 9, 1992 / Notices 41305 

]. Washington (Federal Facilities and Indian 
Lands). 

ADDENDUM A—Pollutants Listed in Tables 
II and III of Appendix D of 40 CFR 122 

ADDENDUM B—Section 313 Water Priority 
Chemicals 

ADDENDUM C—Large and Medium 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems 

PREFACE 

The CWA provides that slorin water 
discharges associated with industrial 
activity from a point source [including 
discharges through a municipal separate 
storm sewer system] to waters of the 
United States are unlawful, unless 
authorized by a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
pennit. The terms "storm water 
discharge associated with industrial 
activity", "point source" and "waters of 
the United States" are critical to 
determining whether a facility is subject 
to this requirement. Complete 
definitions of these terms are found in 
the definition section (Part X) of this 
permit. In order to determine the 
applicability of the requirement to a 
particular facility, the facihty operator 
must examine its activities in 
relationship to the eleven categories of 
industrial facilities described in the 
definition of "storm water discharge 
associated with industrial activity". 

Category (xi) of the definition, which 
address facilities with activities 
classiFied under Standard Industrial 
Classifications (SIC) codes 20, 21, 22, 23, 
2434, 25, 265, 287, 27, 283. 31 (except 311), 
34 (except 3441), 35, 36, 37 (except 373), 
38,39,4221-25, (and which are not 
otherwise included within categories (i)-
(x)], differs from other categories listed 
in that it only addresses storm water 
discharges where material handling 
equipment or activities, raw materials, 
intermediate products, final products, 
waste materials, by-products, or 
industrial machinery are exposed to 
storm water.^ 

The United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) has 
established the Storm Water Hotline at 
(703) 821-4823 to assist the Regional 
Offices in distributing notice of intent 
forms and storm water pollution 
prevention plan guidance, and to 
provide information pertaining to the 
NPDES storm water regulations. 

• On June 4,18S2, the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit remanded the 
exclusion for manufacturing facilities in category 

' (xij which do not have materials or activities 
exposed to storm water to the EPA for further 
rulemaking. {Natural Reaaurces Defense Council v. 
EPA. Nos. 90-70671 and 91-70200). 

Part I. Coverage Under This Pennit 

A. Pennit Area 

The permit covers all areas of: 
Region I—for the States of Maine and 

New Hampshire; for Indian lands 
located in Massachusetts, New 
Hampshire, and Maine. 

Region IV—for the State of Florida; 
and for Indian lands located in Florida, 
Mississippi, and North Carolina. 

Region VI—for the Slates of 
Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and 
Texas; and for Indian lands located in 
Louisiana, New Mexico (except Navajo 
lands and Ute Mountain Reservation 
lands], Ol^l^hoiia, and Texas. 

Region VIII—for the State of South 
Dakota; for Indian lands located in 
Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, 
South Dakota, Utah (except Goshute 
Reservation and Navajo Reservation 
lands), and Wyoming; for Federal 
facilities in Colorado; and for the Ute 
Mountain Reservation in Colorado, and 
New Mexico. 

Region IX—for the State of Arizona; 
for the Territories of Johnston Atoll, and 
Midway and Wake Island; and for 
Indian lands located in Califomia, and 
Nevada; and for the Goshute 
Reservation in Utah and Nevada, the 
Navajo Reservation in Utah, New 
Mexico, and Arizona, the Duck Valley 
Reservation in Nevada and Idaho. 

Region X—for the State of Alaska, 
and Idaho; for Indian lands located in 
Alaska, Idaho (except Duck Valley 
Reservation lands), and Washington; 
and for Federal facilities in Washington. 

B. Eligibility 

1. This permit may cover all new and 
existing point source discharges of 
storm water associated with industrial 
activity to waters of the United States, 
except for storm water discharges 
identified under paragraph I.B.3. 

2. This permit may authorize storm 
water discharges associated with 
industrial activity that are mixed with 
storm water discharges associated with 
industrial activity from construction 
activities provided that the storm water 
discharge from the construction activity 
is in compliance with the terms, 
including applicable notice of intent 
(NOI) or application requirements, of a 
different NPDES general pennit or 
individual permit authorizing such 
discharges. 

3. Limitations on Coverage. The 
following storm water discharges 
associated with industrial activity are 
not authorized by this permit: 

a. storm water discharges associated 
with industrial activity that are mixed 
with sources of non-storm water other 

than non-storm water discharges that 
are; 

(i) in comphance with a different 
NPDES permit; or 

(ii) identified by and in compliance 
with Part III.A.2 (authorized non-storm 
water discharges] of this permit. 

b. storm water discharges associated 
with industrial activity which are 
subject to an existing effluent limitation 
guideline addressing storm water (or a 
combination of storm water and process 
water) ;̂ 

c. storm water discharges associated 
with industrial activity that are subject 
to an existing NPDES individual or 
general permit; are located at a facility 
that where an NPDES permit has been 
terminated or denied; or which are 
issued in a pennit in accordance with 
paragraph VII.M (requirements for 
individual or altemative general 
permits) of this permit. Such discharges 
may be authorized under this permit 
after'an existing permit expires provided 
the existing pennit did not estabhsh 
numeric limitations for such discharges; 

d. storm water discharges associated 
with industrial activity from 
construction sites, except storm water 
discharges from portions of a 
construction site that can be classified 
as an industrial activity under 40 CFR 
122.26(b](14) (i) through (ix) or (xi) 
(including storm water discharges from 
mobile asphalt plant, and mobile 
concrete plants); 

e. storm water discharges associated 
with industrial activity that the Director 
(EPA) has determined to be or may 
reasonably be expected to be 
contributing to a violation of a water 
quality standard; 

f. storm water discharges associated 
with industrial activity that may 
adversely affect a listed or proposed to 
be listed endangered or threatened 
species or its critical habitat; and 

g. storm water discharges associated 
with industrial activity from inactive 
mining, inactive landfills, or inactive oil 
and gas operations occurring on Federal 
lands where an operator cannot be 
identified. 

* For the purpose of this pennit, the foUowing 
effluent limitation guidelines address storm water 
(or a combination of storm water and process 
water): cement manufacturing (40 CFR 411): feedlots 
(40 CFR 412); fertilizer manufacturing (40 CTR 418); 
peu-olemn refining (40 CFR 419); phosphate • 
manufacturing (40 CFR 422); steam electric (40 CPR 
423); coal mining (40 CFR 434); mineral mining and 
processing (40 Ĉ 'R 438); ore mining and dressing (40 
CTR 440); and asphalt emulsion (40 (TR 443 Subpart 
A). This pennit may authorize storm water 
discharges associated vtrith industrial activity which 
are not subject to an effluent limitation guideline 
even where a different storm water discharge at the 
facility Is subject to an effluent limitation guideline. 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 6 

1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200 
DALLAS, TEXAS 75202-2733 

November 30, 1992 

Mr. David Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 
Molycorp, Inc. 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87SS6 

Re: NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 

Dear Mr. Shoemaker: 

As has been discussed witfa Mr. Fred Martina of your staff, we request that you provide us with 
Form 2D {^plications for any mine drainage sources which may be associated with your mining 
activities at Questa. These sources are addressed under the Ore Mining and Dressing Point Source 
Category at 40 CFR 440.102, 103 and 104. 

We recognize that these sources may be primarily associated with storm water runoff. However, as 
discussed witfa Mr. Martinez, it is a common practice of industry, particularly in surface coal mining, 
to control tfaese sources by berming and diking around any disturbed areas, followed by sedimentation 
ponding prior to discfaarge. We recognize tfaat tfae unplementation of impropriate control and 
treatment metfaods may require a compliance scfaedule. 

The New Mexico Environment D^artment (NMED) has expressed concem for tfaese sources in tfae 
letter (in wfaicfa you were copied) to EPA, dated November 17, 1992. We request tfaat you provide 
us witfa any appropriate Form 2D implication(s) witfa yoiu* re^plication wfaicfa is due no later tfaan 
December 20, 1992. If you faave any questions, please feel free to contact me at (214) 6SS-7S03. 

Sincerely, 

Fred Humke, P.E. 
Senior Environmental Engineer 
Industrial Permits Section, 6W-PI 

cc: New Mexico Environment D^artment 



> * " '^"^ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 6 

1445 ROSS AVENUE 
DALLAS, TEXAS 75202-2733 

% 

January 12, 1993 

REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

MolyCorp Inc. 
PO Box 469 
Questa, NM 87556 

Re: NPDES Application No. NM0022306 - MolyCorp Inc. 

Gentlemen: 

Your {^plication for a NPDES permit was received and, in accordance witfa tfae Environmental 
Permit Regulations, (40 CFR 124.3(c), 54 ¥K 18785, May 2, 1989), was reviewed and 
determined to be adndnistratively conplete. Please note Aat at the time your permit is processed 
for issuance, we may request additional mformation includmg effluent testmg. 

Thank you for your cooperation. If you have questions conceming tfais submittal, please contact 
me at (214) 655-7518. 

Sincerely, 

JalQkie Greensage 
Environmental Protection Assistant 
Permits Issuance Section (6W-PS) 



State of New Mexico 
f / \ j ^ 

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 

BRUCE KING 
GOVERNOR 

JUDITH M. ESPINOSA 
SECRETARY 

RON CURRY 
DEPUTY SECRETARY 

Inf low 
NOV 2 0 1992 

November 17, 1992 

Mr. Myron 0. Knudson, P.E. 
Director 
Water Management Division (6W) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

RE: Molycorp, Inc., NPDES Permit #NM0022306 

Dear Mr. Knudson: 

It is the understanding of the New Mexico Environment Department 
(NMED) that the above referenced facility has filed a "Notice of 
Inrent" to be covered under the NPDES General Permit (NM ROOOOOO) 
f-r storm water discharges from their mill area. 

Dlscnarges from this facility are to Segment 2-119 of the Red River 
in the Rio Grande Basin. Stream segment 2-119 was listed in the 
January 1989 report entitled Toxic Substance Pollution: Lists of 
Impaired Waters in the State of New Mexico (I.e., the 304(1) 
report). The stream was specified on both the "mini" and "long" 
lists (Table 6, page 29 & Table 19, page 48 respectively). 
Further, the receiving stream segment was listed in both the 1990 
and 1992 reports entitled Water Quality and Water Pollution Control 
in New Mexico (i.e., the 305(b) reports) as a waterbody with 
designated uses which are not supported (pages 210 and 191 
respectively). In these reports, resource extraction is listed as 
one of the probable sources for nonsupport of designated uses. 

Part I, Section B.3 of the General Permit states, in part, that 
"The following storm water discharge 
s associated with industrial activity are not authorized by this 
permit: 

b. storm water discharges associated with industrial activity 
which are subject to an existing effluent limitation 
guideline addressing storm water (or a combination of storm 
water and process water)^; 

/ # 
= ^ DRUG FREE ^ 
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Myron 0. Knudson, P.E. 
November 17, 1992 
Page 2 

e. storm water discharges associated with industrial activity 
that the Director (EPA) has determined to be or may 
reasonably be expected to be contributing to a violation 
of a water quality standard; 

2 For the purposes of this permit, the following effluent 
limitation guidelines address storm water (or a 
combination of storm water and process water): ... 
mineral mining and processing (40 CFR 436); ore mining 
and dressing (40 CFR 440) ...." (emphasis added) 

We are aware that the EPA Water Management Division's Permits 
Branch is currently in the early phase of reviewing Molycorp's 
individual NPDES permit (NM0022306) for renewal. Stormwater 
discharges from the facility may already be subject to existing 
effluent guidelines and "may reasonably be expected to be 
contributing to a violation of a water quality standard." 
Therefore, NMED believes it is inappropriate, in this instance, for 
the EPA to allow Molycorp continued coverage under the Storm Water 
General Permit for New Mexico and requests that EPA carefully 
consider stormwater discharges for inclusion in the revised 
individual permit. NMED further believes that drainage from all 
areas of the mining, processing, and overburden deposition areas, 
which have not been addressed in previous NPDES permits, need to 
be reviewed and dealt with under the NPDES permit program. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. If you have any 
questions concerning this matter, please contact me at (505) 827-
0187 or Glenn Saums at (505) 827-2827. 

Sincerely, 

\pL. J''"'̂ ^̂  
Jim Piatt 
Chief 
Surface Water Quality Bureau 

xc: Kathleen M. Sisneros, Director NMED-W&WMD 
Richard Mitzelfelt, NMED District II 
Ken McCallum, NMED Taos Field Office 
Wilfred Rael, Concerned Citizens del Norte 
Reed Benson, Land and Water Fund of the Rockies 
Fred Humke, USEPA, (6W-PI) 
Douglas Meiklejohn, NM Environmental Law Center 
Steve Cary, NMED GWP&RB 
David Shoemaker, Molycorp, Inc. 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 6 

1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE UOO 
DALLAS, TEXAS 7520^2733 

November 30, 1992 

Mr. David Sfaoemaker 
Mine Manager 
Molycorp, Inc. 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

Re: NPDES Pemiit No. NM0022306 

Dear Mr. Shoemaker: 

As has been discussed witfa Mr. Fred Martinez of your staff, we request that you provide us with 
Form 2D applications for any mine drainage sources wfaicfa may be associated witfa your mining 
activities at Questa. These sources are addressed under tfae Ore Mining and Dressing Point Source 
Category at 40 CFR 440.102, 103 and 104. 

We recognize tfaat tfaese sources may be primarily associated witfa storm water runoff. However, as 
discussed witfa Mr. Martinez, it is a common practice of industry, particularly in surface coal mining, 
to control tfaese sources by berming and diking around any disturbed areas, followed by sedimentation 
ponding prior to discfaarge. We recognize tfaat tfae implementation of appropriate control and 
treatment methods may require a (wmpliance schedule. 

The New Mexico Environment D^artment (NMED) has expressed concem for tfaese sources in tfae 
letter (in wfaicfa you were copied) to EPA, dated November 17, 1992. We request that you provide 
us with any appropriate Form 2D application(s) witfa your re^plication wfaicfa is due no later tfaan 
December 20, 1992. If you faave any questions, please feel free to contact me at (214) 655-7503. 

Sincerely, / 

Tred Humke, P.E. 
Senior Environmental Engineer 
Industrial Permits Section, 6W-PI 



Molycorp, Inc. 

Questa Division 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 
Telephone: (505) 586-0212 

' W ^ 

unien 
MOLVCORP 

January 20, 1993 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Attention: Fred Humke, PE 
Senior Environmental Engineer 
Industrial Permits Section, 6W-PI 

Subject: Application Form 2D for Permit to 
Discharge Process Wastewater 

JAN 2 8 ,35j 

bW-Ps 
Dear Sir: 
Enclosed please find Molycorp's subject permit application. 
The application consists of the following items: completed 
EPA Form 1 and 2D, Attachment I to Form 2D, and Location Map 
No. 1. 
While we are submitting the enclosed application in a spirit 
of cooperation, Molycorp does not agree that the mine 
drainage sources for which you reguested a Form 2D 
application are process wastewater discharges covered under 
the Ore Mining and Dressing Point Source Category, 40 C.F.R. 
440.102, 103 and 104. The instructions to Form 2D 
specifically state that "this form should not be used for 
discharges of storm water runoff". It is our position that 
the discharges in question consist exclusively of storm water 
runoff and are covered by the American Mining Congress group 
application, of which Molycorp is a member. Accordingly, in 
submitting the enclosed application, Molycorp reserves its 
right to dispute EPA's issuance of a process wastewater 
permit for these discharges and the imposition of control and 
treatment requirements. 

Yours truly. 

David R. Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 
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XIL NATURE O^ BUBINCn Iprorlda a brief dmermtlon, 

MINING AND MILLING OPERATIONS PRODUCING MOLYBDENUll DISULFIDE 
CONCEi^TRATE. 

XIII. CERTIFICATION <MaAMOi«a(aM^̂  

I otnitYunaerpmitltfotlmmthttllmmimtentUfeMmrikmdwidmnfmnUlm^tHhhlhoinfttmiKt^ 
attachmenu and that, baaia on my Inquiry ot Utoaa panam tmnrnOknitf /a^wnottte far o6tt*ilny Uia kOematien eent^naii k i tha • 
applieatien. I M k v a that tha Information ia tma. aeeurata and complan. I am atmaia that thato a n lignifieantpanaMaaforaubmitting 
falsa information, indudlng tha poitibility of fbm and impriaonmant. 

A. NAME » oFFiciAu TiTuc r̂ypc or prinry j ^ S t ^ - ^ C. DATE SISNED 

EPA Form 3510-1 (Rav. 10.80) R< 
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1. Oparaiiono Canmautina n o w 
0m 

SEE ATTACHMENT I 

2.AMaraaanaw 

PALLORS/MINUTE 

SgE ATTArWMBKfy J ^ 354 
GALLONS/MINUTE 

9. Traatmant' 
fO^MeriuianonJateodaairem Tab ta iO I I 

SEE ATTACHMENT X 

SEE ATTArm|f;|JT T 
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Attach a line drawing showing the water flow through the facility. Inciicate sources of intake water, 
operations contributing v^j&tewater to the effluent, and treatment units labeled to correspond to the more 
detailed descriptions in Item lll-A. Construct a water balance on the line drawing by s^owlng average flows 
between intakes, operations, treatment units, and outfalls. If a water balance cannot be determined (e.g.. for 
certain mining activities), provide a pictorial description of the nature and amount of any sources of water and 
any collectioniOK treatment measures. 

C. Except for stormrunoff, leaks, or spills, wi l l any of the discharges described in item lll-A be intermittent or 
seasonal?' ^ 

L J yaa'feomplata'the M l o w i n g tablel loJ No Igo to item i v i 

Ouitail 
Numtier 

a. Days 
Per Week 
(speei/y 
averagel 

1. Ffqqueney 
b. Months 
Pet Year 
fsoaeify 
a<ieragel 

2. Flow 
a. Max imum 
Daily Flow 

Raie 
( i nmgd l 

b. Maximum 
Total Volume 

(seeeifY 
with uni isl 

c. Duration 

fm daysi 

STORM RUNOFF. 

SEE ATTACHMENT I 

If there is an ni^ j f f l^ jp l jmi lm Unn l io ioi l eff luam guideline or NSPS, for each outfall list tha estimated level of production (projection oi 
actual produOHiii laaai; hot daaign). aaprataad in tha terms and units used in the applicabia affluent guidelina or NSPS. for each of the 
first 3 years of operation. H production is likely to vary, you may also submit alternativa estimates (attach a separate sheet). 

Year 
a. Quantity 

P T O I V 
b.Unit8 0f 
Mn tu ra c. Ooerition. Frpduct Material. m t l i a t O t l 

UIA N/A N/A N/A 

EPA Fo rm 3 5 1 0 - 2 0 I9-86) Page 2 of 5 CONTINUE ON NEXT PAGE 



A. and B: These items require you to report esiimaied amounts/AoiM eoneamntionandmassl of the pollutants to 
be discharged from each of your outfalls. Each pan of this item addraasaa adifferem setof pollutants and should 
be completed in accordanea with the specific instructions for that part. Data for each outfall should be on a 
separate pa^g. A a u h additional sheets of paper if necessary. 

General Instnictiaiis (See table 2D-2 for Pollutants! 
Each part of thisit i in requests you to provide an estimated daily maximum and average for cenain pollutants and 
the source of fnfdrmation. Data for ail pollutants in Group A, for all outfalls, must be submined unless waived by 
the permitTin9,authority. For all outfalls, data for pollutants in Group B should be reponed only for pollutants 
Which you believe will be present or are limited direaly by an effluent limitations guideline or NSPS or indirectly 
through limitations on an indicator pollutant. 

1. Pellutam 

BIOCHEMICAL OXYGEN 
DEMAND 
CHEMICAL OXYGEN 
DEMAND 

3 2 . 1 mg/ l 
1.1 k s _ 

2. Maaimum 
Daily 
Valua 

(include utinat 

7.0 mg/ l 

3. Avaraga 
Daily 
Valua 

(inefiide uitHal 

n-.l WA 
1.0 mg/ l 

0.16 kg 

4. Snutcm iwme inatruoiemi 

•^r 
SEE.ATTACHMENT I ITEM.5 

TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS 
975.0mg/l 
155.6kg 

530.0mg/l 
Mx6_ks. 

PH SU UNITS 6.8 N/A 

FLUORIDE 
0.8 mg/l 
0.13 kg 

0.7 mg/l 
0.11 kg 

TOTAL NITROGEN TKN as N 8:3? W^ 8:8g°1^^ 
NITRATE NITRITE as N 

0.54 mg/l 
0.09 kg 

0.18mg/l 
0.03 kg 

OIL AND GREASE iilWi} g N/A 

SUT.FATE 'gjer M ^ 
i .2 mg/i 

0.19 kg TOTAT. Pwn.qpwnnTTg 
2.2 mg/i 
0.35 _k£ 

TOTAL ALUMINUM 
^2.0 mg/l 
8t3 kg iU'M"* 

TOTAL IRON 
5.0 mg/l 
2.0 kg iii' W^ 

TOTAL MOLYBDENUM 
0.9 mg/I 
0.14 ks 

0.8 mg/l 
0.13 kg 

TOTAL MANGANESE ohi "i^ 8:Ii°*/' 
TOTAL CADMIUM 

O.OOimg/i 
0.0003 kg 

0.002mg/l 
0.0003 kg 

TOTAL COPPER 
0.100 mg/ 
0.02 % 

.020 mg/l 

.003 kg 

TOTAL LEAD 
.286 mg/l 
"-05. k 

TOTAL MERCURY 
? H M ILESS T 

0.2 PPB 

.160 mg/l 

LESS THAN 
0.2 PPB 

TOTAL ZINC 
230 mg/l 
0.04 kg fr. 

.230 mg/l 
0.04 kg 

TOTAL CYANIDE 
0011 mi 
00002 kg N/A 

EPA Form 3810-20 (7.88| Paga 3 oi S 

ALL CONCENTRATION IN mg/l EXCEPT FOR MERCURY AND PH UNITS 
•MASS CALCULATED IN'kg 



A. andB: These itemsrequireyou to report estimatedamountafAoflreaffciBfnrariofvandmaas/ofthepoiiuiants to 
be discharged from each of your outfalls. Each pan of this item addreaaasadifferam set of pollutants and should 
be completed in aceordanca with tha specific instructions for that part. Data for each outfall should be on a 
separate pa f^ Attach additional sheets of paper if necessary. 

General lnstnicttaiis/.Seff tat ia 20-2 for Follutantsf 
Each pan of tfttsiteiih requests you to provide an estimated daily maximum and average for cenain pollutants and 
the source of information. Data for all pollutants in Group A. for all outfalls, must be submined unless waived by 
the permittinff-authority. For all outfalls, data for pollutants in Group B should be reponed only for pollutants 
which you believe will be present or are limited directly by an effluent limitations guideline or NSPS or indirectly 
through limitations on an indicator pollutant. 

1. Polluiant 

GICAL OXYGEN 

CHKMKiAL OXYGEN 
DEMAND 

2. Maaimum 
Daily 
Value 

/ittefudeuwni 
4 1 . 6 m g / I 

8 . 4 k g 

M m :/L 

XAyoraga 
Daily 
Vaiua 

finefude utunt 

30.2mg/I 
f i . l kg 
i'A^lt 

4: Source ttee mimianmt 

SEE ATTACHMENT I ITEM 5 

TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS 
2,5-OOmg/I: 
504.5 kg 

1,500 mg 
302.7 kg 

PH 3.0 AlA. 
FLUORIDE 1:1 mg/I i-.mt 

0.45mg/l 
Q-Q9 kg TOTAL NITROGEN TKN asN 

0.57mg/r 
0.12 kg 

NTTl^ATF NTTT?TTF « « M 'o'.m^ um^ 
OIL AND GREASE 

t.ESS THAN 
1.0 mgTl W u ^ 

SULFATES f|^£m|A ti-.m^ 
TOTAL ALUMINUM 'ihnL"- !!:g°i^^ 
TOTAL IRON 

L44.0mg/1 
19.1 "1 71.0mg/l 

1̂ -3 Rg 

TOTAL MOLYRDF.NTTM 1:1 'Hi t. mg/l 
Kg 

TOTAL ARSENIC 
.ESS 

L ^ 
LESS THAN 

0.01 mg/lO.Olmg/1 

TOTAL CADMIUM 
).006mg/l 
,001 "° î 0.003mg/l 

.006 kg 

TOTAL COPPER o^fs-l^ 8:ig °f^^ 
TOTAL LEAD 

842 mg/l 
0.17 Kg 

.342 mg/l 
0.07 Kg 

TOTAL MERCURY 
LESS- THAN 
0..2 PPB 

TOTAL ZINC 
1.4 mg/l 
0.28 kg 

TOTAL CYANIDE 
.OOllmg/l 
.0002 kg 

. 2 3 0 m g / I 
3 .05 

LESS THAI 
0 . 2 PPB 

Ji 
N/A 

TDTAT pwnc^pi^^i^iyc^ ^:i9°lt^ 2.6 mg/l 
2 - iR-

EPA Form 3810*20 (7>88) Paga3oiS CONTINUE ON REVE 
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A. and 8: These items require you to repon estimated amounts (both eoneemration and mass) of the pollutants to 
be discharged from each of your outfalls. Each pan of this item addresses a different set of pollutants and should 
be completed in accordance with the specific instructions for that pan. Data for each outfall should be on a 
separate page, /tttach additional sheets of paper if necessary. 

General Instructions (See table 2D-2 for Pollutants) 
Each pan of this item requests you to provide an estimated daily maximum and average for cenain pollutants and 
the source of information. Data for all pollutants in Group A, for all outfalls, must be submitted unless waived by 
the permitting-authority. Por all outfalls, data for pollutants in Group B should be reported only for pollutants 
which you believe will be present or are limited directly by an effluent limitations guideline or NSPS or indirectly 
through limitations on an indicator pollutant. 

1. Pollutant 

2. Maximum 
Daily 
Valua 

(ineluda unitsi 

3. Average 
Daily 
Valua 

(inelude unitsi 
4. Source isee innrueiiens) 

BIOCHEMICAL OXYGEN 
DEMAND 
CHEMICAL OXYGEN 
T^^AND 

TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS 
62:500 
mg/I 

17.1 mg/lL4.1 mg/l .SEE ATTACHMENT I ITEM 5 

L l . R TT,p/1U.8 my/l 
43,000 
mg/I 

PH SU UNITS 3.4 3.1 

FLUORIDE 1.5 ,mg/lL.O mg/l 

TKN as N H ^ mgj l 0.3]ng/l 
LESS T] HAN 

ig/i NITRATE NITRITE as N 
LESS THAN^___ ^ 
0.1 .mg/l]D.l .mg 

OTT. AND GREASE 1.130mg/l N/A 

TOTAL PHOSPHORUS 15.0 mg/lL3.8 mg/l 

SULFATE 686.0mg/l331.0mg/l 

TOTAL ALUMINUM ? , ? n n T n F / l l 7 S 5 . n m ^ / l 

TOT AT. IRON 4.100mg/lZ,500mg/l 

TOTAL MOLYBDENUM 8.0 mg/l 5.9 mg/l 

TOTAL MANGANESE 22* 
0.01 mg/l 3. 01 mg/l TOTAL ARSENIC 

TOTAL CADMIUM n.m Tn /̂1 I .m TT»r/i 

TOTAL COPPER 
••iHii^vssAa 

^ n iTig/i ^ n a & U 

TOTAL LEAD 9.7 m g / l S . 2 mg/ l 

TOTAL MERCURY 
LESS THAN: .ESS THAN 

" ^ T>PR 

TDTAT. 7TNr 7.4 mg/1^.4 mg/l 

TOTAL CYANIDE 
nniims/i N/A 

EPA Form 3810-20 17-89) Page 3 ot S 

• * SEE ATTACroffiNT I I tem VII 
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CCNr iNoeO .snOMJMfcfRONT j ^ . . ^ 

C. Use the space below to list any of the pollutants listed inTable ZO-Tof the instructions which you know or hav 
reason to believe will be discharged from any outfall. For every pollutant you list, briefly describe the reasons vo 
believe it will be or*<ent. 

EP^iONuaaaagfrwip fimntemeteafmm'ir 
NMD 002699094 

VI. Enginaofinq Rapoft on Waatewiatai Ttaatmattt 
If there •• any technical evaluation csncarning your i 
appropriate boa belovw. 

• Repon AvailaMa B NoRopan 

r iraatmant. including engmeering reports or pilot plam studies, check tr 

Provide the name and location of any existing plant(s) which, to ttie best of your knowledge, resembles th 
produaion facility with respect to production proceaiea. wastewater constituents, or wastewater ueatments. 

Location 

N/A 

EPA Form 3810-20 (9-88) Page 4 oi 5 CONTINUE ON NEXT F 



Vll. Other inlormation lOptienali 
NMD 002699094 

Use the space below to expand upon any of the abovequestions or to bring to the anention of the reviewer any 
other information you feel should be considered in establishing permit limitations for the proposed facility 
Attach additional sheets if necessary. 

SEE ATTACHMENT I 

Vlll. CartHieatlow--

/ certify uailllMB^S^'offaw that this document and all attachments were prepared under my direction or 
«'r"~'*""*^#|lt%fftfr"** ''«**» * system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and 
evaluate t/u^i^StpfMiiut submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system, or 
those person* ̂ Bfiietty responsible for gathering the information, the informetion submitted is. to the best of my 
knowledge and belief, true, eccurate. andcomplete. I am aware that there ere significant penalties for submitting 
false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations. 

, Name and Official Title (type orpnnti 

C. Signature 

o o f t / y rAASt^clA^ r - /^ / ( fCU/J f i J ^ c 

^-C5:i. 
EPA Form 3810-20 (9-86) 

/ l i x o o - e ^ 

8. Phone No. 

^i^'</7 7 '^ ' i97 
0. Date Signed 

/-iP^^ 
Page 5 ol S 



ATTACHMENT I 
To 

EPA Form 2D 
Molycorp, Inc., Questa Division 

Application for Permit to 
Discharge Process Wastewater 
Submitted January 20, 1993 



Attachment I: EPA Form 2D Page 1 
Molycorp, Questa Division 
Application for Permit to 
Discharge Process Wastewater 
January 20, 1993 

The following are comments and additional information as 
required for Items I through VIII of Form 2D. 

Item I: No additional information. 

Item II: Discharge is seasonal and discharge estimates are 
based on possible storm water discharge/s during 
the rainy season which normally falls in the 
months of June through August; and possible spring 
snowmelt. 

Item IIIA: Storm waters are not treated. Specific routing and 
storage or diversion of storm water coming in 
contact with plant facilities, open pit waste 
dumps, a pre-1960 tails pile, and pre-1960 
underground development rock is depicted on the 
Item IIIB line drawing; with waste dump units and 
facilities shown on Location Map No.l. 

Only Goathill Outfall 004 and mill area Outfall 
005 discharge mine area surface storm water runoff 
to the Red River. All other mine area runoff is 
diverted to: (1) the open pit; (2) Goathill Gulch 
and hence to the underground mine via the 
subsidence area; (3) behind existing berms in 
lower Capulin Canyon, and (4) behind berms in 
Goathill Gulch below the underground mine 
subsidence area, and (5) behind berms along State 
Hwy. 38 at the toe of open pit mine waste dumps. 

US Forest Service National Forest property and a 
small parcel of undeveloped Molycorp land north of 
the mill area (Outfall 005) drain to a diversion 
ditch on the north side of the crusher/open pit 
access road which diverts any runoff east away 
from the mill area. 

No runoff has been observed coming off the pre-
1960 underground development dump located on the 
north side of State ftwy. 38 adjacent to Columbine 
Creek. 

A pre-1960 tails pile located in the mill yard 
200' west of Outfall 005 is capped, and the State 
Hwy. 38 side slopes planted with grass. 
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Item IIIA Cont.: A building and equipment/material storage 
yard occupies the bench area. Any runoff from the 
yard area is routed to Outfall 005. 

A comprehensive engineering/runoff measurement/ 
sampling study and program will be initiated in 
the spring of 1993 to better evaluate the 
hydrologic units that comprise the drainage areas 
contributing to Outfalls 004 & 005. This will 
include cleaning out existing diversion ditches 
and reshaping open pit waste dump benches that 
route storm runoff into the open pit and Goathill 
Gulch; cleaning out existing debris, sedimentaton, 
and runoff storage and/or diversion dikes/berms in 
Capulin Canyon, Goathill Gulch, No Name Gulch, 
below State Hwy. 38 open pit waste dumps, and mill 
yard (Outfall 005). Possible future control 
measures will be considered after evaluating the 
study data. Data from the study will also help to 
better estimate the runoff to be handled annually. 

Item IIIB: A line drawing is included at the end of this 
attachment. 

Item IIIC: Intermittent or seasonal discharge is as described 
in Item II. 

Yearly frequency and maximum flow and discharge 
are based on the total volume of runoff from a 
2.5 hour, 1.05" rainfall storm that occurred July 
25, 1992. 

Item IV: No additional information. 

Item V: The pollutants listed in Item V are those analyzed 
from samples taken at Outfalls 004 & 005 during 
the July 25, 1992 storm; and are based on Form 2F 
requirements. The EPA's Mr. Humke request, on 
1/12/93, for pollutant analysis for Ag, B, Be, Co, 
Cr, Ni, Ra226 & 228, Se, V is now being processed, 
using left over storm water samples; and the 
results will be transmitted to the EPA when they 
are received from the laboratory. 

At this time there is no reasonable way to 
estimate the other pollutants listed in Table 2D-2 
of Form 2D Instructions; therefore, as discussed 
with Mr. Humke, other pollutants listed in 
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Item V Cont.: Table 2D-2 will be processed as stipulated 
in Form 2D, Item V - General Instructions. 

Item VI: No additional information. 

Item VII: With this application Molycorp is requesting a 
"net effluent limitation adjustment" to compensate 
for the pollutants that naturally occur in the 
intake water that first falls on or touches native 
terrain before combining with rain water that 
comes in contact with the process areas, etc. 

The hydrologic units that make up the drainage 
areas that feed Outfalls 004 & 005 have 35% and 
55% respectively of their areas occupied by 
buildings, roads and storage areas. Surface runoff 
pollutants reporting to their respective outfalls 
are derived from both natural and developed areas 
of these watersheds. Quantitative data for a 
similar watershed (Hansen Ck.), upstream of the 
east most boundary of the plant site, was obtained 
during the July 25, 1992 reference storm. Most 
contaminate levels for the Hansen Creek sample are 
several magnitudes higher than either Outfall 004 
and 005. Hansen Creek quantitative data is 
included at the end of this attachment. 

Item VIII: No additional information. 
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Item IIIB: Line Diagram 

2.5 Hr., 1.05" Rainfall Storm 

Capulin 
Cyn. 

Below 
Horz. 

Borehole 

Opper 
Capulin 
Cyn. & 

Open Pit 
Waste 
Dumps 

Storm Water 
Runoff 

Not Contacted 
By Process or 
Mine Waste 

Retention 
Area 

Above 
Mouth of 
Capulin 

Cyn. 

Horz. 
Borehole 
To Opper 
Goathill 
Gulch 

Evaporation 

Infill 

Goathill 
Gulch 
& 

Upper Open 
Pit Haste 
Oumps 

Mid-Goathill 
Gulch New DG 

Mine 
Subsidence 

Area 

New 

No Name 
Gulch, 

Upper Open 
Pit Waste 
Dumps & No. 
1 & 2 Shaft 
Yards 

Lower 
Goathill 
Gulch 

Retention 
Berms Below 
Subsidence 

Area 

Evaporat ion I 

Goathill Gulch 
Lower Plant 
Yard Area 

,Runoff Prom 

,Opper Waste 
'Dump Benches 
iTo Open Pit 

Outfa 

Red R 

Pre-1960 DG 
Deirelopment 
Rock Pile 

1 004 

42,030 Gal 
(280 gpm 
peak) 

ver 

State hwy 38 
Open Pit 

Waste dumps 

I 
Retention 
Berms @ 

Dump Toes 

Evaporation 

Primary Crusher, 
Open Pit & 

Nearby Waste Dps 

Hill Plant Area 
& Pre-1960 
Tails Pile 

Open Pit 
Excavation 

Evaporation 

USFS & Molycorp 
Native Terrain 
North Area 

Mill Yard 
Retention 
Area 

Infiltration 

Infiltration 
To New DG Mine 

through 
Old DG Workings 

Crusher/ 
Open Pit 
Access Rd 
Diversion 
Ditch 

Outfall 005 

53,100 Gal. 
(795 gpm 
peak) 

Red ftiver 

Storm Water 
Rtuoff 

Not Contacted 
By Process or 
Mine Waste 

East Away From 
Mill Pit. Area 

{ Evaporation 

Infiltration 
DG 

ration Mine Infiltration 



MAY 2 5 1993 

REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

Mr. Juan Montes 
Concerned Citizens Del Norte 
P.O. Box 1179 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

Re: NPDES No. NM0022306, Molycorp Corp. 

Dear Mr. Montes: 

This is to acknowledge your letter of May 25, 1993. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) welcomes and encourages 
public participation in its decision-making. Therefore, your 
letter will be carefully considered and included in the process of 
making a final decision. 

In addition, all public comments, including yours, on each proposed 
permit are reviewed to determine whether or not there is sufficient 
public interest to reguire a public hearing. If a public hearing 
is scheduled for this proposed permit, you will be notified of the 
time and place. Your attendance at the hearing is urged and your 
participation will be appreciated. 

Thank you for your concern and interest. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Issuance Section (6W-PS) 

cc: NMED 

bcc: Vickery/Htunke 
Reading Fil^ 
Permit File 

lie 
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REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

Mr. A. Wilfred Rael 
P.O. Box 603 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

Re: NPDES No. NM0022306, Molycorp Corp. 

Dear Mr. Rael: 

This is to acknowledge your letter of May 25, 1993. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) welcomes and encourages 
public participation in its decision-making. Therefore, your 
letter will be carefully considered and included in the process of 
making a final decision. 

In addition, all public comments, including yours, on each proposed 
permit are reviewed to determine whether or not there is sufficient 
public interest to rec[ulre a public hearing. If a public hearing 
is scheduled for this proposed permit, you will be notified of the 
time and place. Your attendance at the hearing Is urged and your 
participation will be appreciated. 

Thank you for your concern and Interest. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Issuance Section (6W-PS) 

cc: NMED 

bcc: Vickery/Hvunke 
Reading F4le 
Permit Fll^ 



^<teo8r4;^ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
^ ^ % ' \ REGION 6 
' ^Sftfi^ 1 1445 ROSS AVENUE 

, ^ ^ 1 ^ ^ ^ DALLAS, TEXAS 752(0-2733 

JUN 011993 

REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

Ms. L l l a B i r d 
Executive Director 
Water Information Network 
P.O. Box 4524 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87106 

Re: NPDES No. NM0022306, MolyCorp. 

Dear Ms. Bird: 

This Is to acknowledge your letter of May 25, 1993. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) welcomes and encourages 
public participation In Its declslon-meJcing. Therefore, your 
letter will be carefully considered and Included In the process of 
making a final decision. 

In addition, all public comments, including yours, on each proposed 
permit are reviewed to determine whether or not there Is sufficient 
public Interest to require a public hearing. If a public hearing 
is scheduled for this proposed permit, you will be notified of the 
time and place. Your attendance at the hearing is urged and your 
participation will be appreciated. 

Thank you for your concern and Interest. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Issuance Section (6W-PS) 

cc: NMED 

bcc: reading file 

permit file 
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State of New Mexico 
J i m n H M. ESPINOBA 

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT SECRSTART 
RON CTJKRY 

DBfVTY SECRETARY 

TELEFAX and 

certified Hall (P 757 742 964) 

nay 27, 1993 

Mr. Myron O. Knudson, P.E. 
01 rector 
Water Hanagement Diviaion (OW) 
U.S. Environmental Protaetlon Agency 
1445 Roaa Ave. 
Oallae. Texaa 7S202-2733 
Re: State Certification of NPOES Permit NM0022306 - Holycorp, Ine. 

Dear Hr. Knudson: 

Enclosed pleaee find the conditional State certification of the 
following National Pollutant Discharge Elimination aystem permit: 

Holycorp, Inc. NPOES pennit NM0022306 

we Mould like to note that we believe that the parmit revisions 
contained in ths EPA permit proposal, especially tha controls at 
the two new outfalls 004 and 006, are very positive steps In 
protecting the Red River. 

I appreciate the EPA's extension of the deadline to provide this 
certification to May 28, 1893. The comments and conditions are 
enclosed on separate sheets. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Piatt 
Chief 
surface Water Quality Bureau 

David Shoemaker, Molycorp, Inc. (Certified Hail P 7B7 742 986) 
Wilfred Rael, Concerned Citieene del Norte 
Reed Benson, Land & Water Fund of the Rockies 
Courte Voorhees, N.MED District II 
Ken McCallum, NMED Taos Field Office 
Ellen Caldwel), USEPA (ew-P8) 

Huold Ruiinels Building • 1190 St. Fcancii Driw • P.O. Box Ul 10 • Smu Fe, New Mexico (79)2 
(MSlUT-aM FAX(3(»l«27.2a3t 
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Hr. Joe D. Winkle, Acting Regional Adninistrator 
Enviroraiental Protection Agency 
144S Ross Avenua 
Dallas, TX 7S202-2733 

Oate: May 27, 1993 

STATE CERTIFICATION 

RE: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPOES No. NM0023306 

Dear Mr. Winkle: 

Ths Now Mexico Envlroment Departmnt has exanlned the proposed NPOES permit m0O223O6 
above. The foDoMing conditions .are necessary to assure conpliance with the 
applicable provisions of the Clean Water Act Sections 20S(e), 301, 302, 303, 306, and 
307 and with appropriate requlreoients of State law. Convlianee with the terms end 
conditions of the Dermlt end this certification will provide reasonable assurance that 
the permitted activities will be conducted In a Banner which will not violate 
applicable water quality standards ana water quality nanagenent plan. 

The State of New Mexico 

(X) Includes the following more stringent conditions and citation to the 
State or Federal requiremants upon which those conditions are based (see 
attachments). 

( ) certifies that the discharge will conply with the applicable provlslona 
of Section 208(e), 301, 302, 303, 306 and 307 of the Clean Mater Act and 
with appropriate requirementa of State law. 

( ) waives its right to certify 

( ) denies certifIcation for the reasons stated In the attachoent 

In order to neat ths requirenents of State law, including water quality stondarde and 
appropriate basin plan as nay be amended by the watar quality manageaent plan, each 
of tha conditions cited in the draft permit and the Stata certification shall not be 
made less stringent. 

The Oepartnent reserves tha right to amend or revoke this certif ication Is such action 
Is necessary to ensure cunpllance with the State's water quality standards and water 
quality managanent plan. 

Please contact Qlenn Saums, (505) 827-2827, if you have any questlona conceming thie 
certification. Comisnts pertaining to this draft permit a r s Included on a separate 
paga. 

Sincerely, 

Jiffl Piatt 
Bureau Chief 
Surface Water Quality Bureau 
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State Certiflostlon 
Holycorp. Inc. 

NPDES No. NM0022308 
Hay 27, I893 

Condltione of State Certification 

1. Note: this item Is presented as both a condition of 
certification and a comment. The result of this item Is that soma 
water quality baaed effluent limits may need to be adjuated to a 
more stringent value while others may possibly beeoma laaa 
stringent. The State ie prohibited by the Clean Water AOt from 
reoulrina. as a condition of certification, that a permit De nade 
leee stringent, however the State Is also required by federal 
regulation, 40 CFf̂  124.63(e)(3), to note In a certification where 
the permit can be made leee stringent. The information preeented 
is Intended to provide the basis for protection of watar quality 
standards adopted by the New Mexico Water Quality Control 
Commission In accordance with §303 of the federal Clean Water Act 
and which are publiahad in the document entitled Mater O u a i i t y 
Standards f o r I n t e r s t a t e Streama i n New Hexico (WQS). The changea 
are largely necessary, not because of the permit writers error, but 
because on Hay 3, 1993, the New Mexioo Environment Department 
(NMED) adopted a new Interim guidance document entitled New Hexieo 
I n t e r i m Quidance f o r Implementa t ion o f Water O u a i i t y Standardo 
through N a t i o n a l P o l l u t a n t Dieoharge E l i m i n a t i o n System Permi ta 
(10)^ 

The Fact Sheet (page 8, f 94) etatea: 

[biased on ... an Instream hardness of 176 mg/1 for 
CaCO,; a TSS level of 20.8 oq/l and the draft NH 
implementation plan, the water Quality standards are 
caToulated. (emphaelo added) 

The 'implemantation plan* Is not a draft. This should read "... 
the New Mexico I n t e r i m Guidance f o r Implementa t ion o f Water Q u a l i t y 
Standards Through N a t i o n a l P o l l u t a n t Diacharge E l i m i n a t i o n Syetem 
Permi ta ....' The implementation plan le the Oepartment'e Interim 
Ouidance and is an actionable document. Section 1-101, B, 
Implementation Plan of the WQS etatee: *Ct]ha New Mexico 
Environment Oepartment, eoting under authority delegated by the 
Coremission, Implemente the water quality startdards ....' The 
Interim NM implementation plan la produced under thie authority for 
CPA'e uee. 

Apparently the values referenced by EPA in the Fact Sheet are from 
a single eiunple collected and submitted to EPA by Holycorp In an 

'The original IQ was developed at EPA'a request on June 26, 
1991. 
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state cert i f icat ion 
Ho lyco rp , I n c . 

NPOES No. NK002230e 
Hay 2 7 . 1993 

October 23, 1993 letter reaponding to EPA'a request for 
Information. In regard to evaluating Dackground data for water 
quality based permitting the IG states: 

tt]he following data eourcee should be utilised whenever 
possible ... STORET ... [ajtream data submitted by the 
pemlttee ...; (and) ... (a] minimum of two data polnta 
should be utilized for evaluationa. 

In this case there are readily available additional data polnta In 
the STORET' database provided to EPA by NMED via Ita Harch 2. 1993 
letter. NMED has calculated the oompoeite average of the Holycorp 
and STORET upstream data to be as follows: TSS 3 B 9 mg/1 (baaed 
upon IS meaeuremente) and Hardneee = 132 mg/l (baeed upon 16 
meaeurements), Note the Molycorp data used by EPA was from the 
station 'Red River above Molycorp's Olecharge 002.* Thie point 
would be below the new outfalls 004 a OOS. Therefore, NMED 
utilized Molycorp's data from their etation 'Red River above and 
acroas Molycorp Hill yard* which had a TSS of '18.8 mg/l and 
hardness of 130 mg/l. 

In the table undar the same paragraph on paga 7 of the Pact Sheet, 
the Ce (water quality etandard) values ehould be changed to reflect 
the above TSS/Hardness values. Table I presenta NMEO'a 
calculatlone for Ca baaed upon the reviead TBS/hardneee valuea. 

In the same eection of the IG, regarding evaluation of baokground 
data. It ia stated: 

[w]hen the concentration of any pollutant la reported aa 
"less than* for all data polnta, tho value for that 
pollutant should be assumed to be zero. When the actual 
concentration Is reported In one or otore data points, tha 
value for other data polnta reported as 'lees than* ahall 
be assumed to be one half the detection limit, or 
disregarded where the aeeumed value Is considered 
unrepresentatlve. 

The table of Ca values (ambient etream concentration upstream of 
the discharge) as written by EPA based upon the STORET data baee do 
not reflect application of the procedure requiring halving tha 
'less than' values. For example tha Ca for total areenio le shown 
ae 0.007 mg/l. Tha 0.007 value le the average of the data eet for 

'sTORET ia tha EPA'e computerized national water quality 
database. 



MAY 27 '93 14:03 ED/SURFACE 1#ITER P.6/11 

State Certification 
Molycorp. Inc. 

NPDES No. NM0022306 
May 27, 1993 

areenio before ooneidering the *1eee than data*. There are four 
data polnta in the set as fol Iowa: 12, 5K', SK, 6K MO/1 • The 
(unadjuated) average of theae numbere (rounded) ie 0.007 mg/1. tf 
the "less than' data are halved according to the procedure and re-
averaged the reeult ie a Cs of 0.008 mg/1. 

Employing the same data aa CPA (I.e., the STORET data eet) the NMED 
has recalculated the valuee for Ca in Table 2 (only for parameters 
noted with *«4" In the Fact Sheet as being baeed upon STORET data). 

The NHED requesta EPA recalculate the water quality baaad effluent 
limite utilizing the NMED - SWQB revielone to the tablee of data in 
the referenced section, we alao requeet that EPA begin to use the 
revised IQ in all permita ieeued for New Mexioo. 

Table 1 

PARAMETER 

T, Arsenic • 
1 T. Cadmium f 

|T. Copper t 

T. Lead * 

T. Zino • 

T. Aluminum a 

T. Boron B 

T. Chromium • 

T. Cobalt a 
T. Selenium a 

Ce (mg/l) 

0.049 

0.005 

O.OSO 
0.043 

0.698 

0.067 

0.76 

0.940 

0.06 
O.OOB 

PARAMETER 

T. Vanadium a 

Ra 2264-228 a 

T. Beryllium a 
T. Mercury n 

T. Nickel « 

T. silver n 

Chlordane a 

Un-ion. Ammon. a 
T. Res. Chlor. a 

cs (mg/l) 

0.10 

30 pCl/1 

0.008 

0.000012 

0.789 

0.00012 

0.0000043 

0.03 

0.002 

• = Number le > Ce calculated by EPA 
t = Number Is < Ce calculated by EPA 
a = Number le = Ce calculated by EPA 

În STORET, the *K* remark code Indlcatee *1eea than.* When 
entering data into STORET, NMED entere the limit of detection value 
reported by the lab with the 'K' remark code to indicate a sample 
was analyzed, the pollutant waa detected but was leee than the 
analytical limit of detection. 
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State Certification 
Molycorp, Ino. 

NPOES No. NM00S2306 
May 27, 1993 

1 PARAMETER 

IT. Arsenic t 

T. Cadmium f 

T. Copper t 

T. Lead t 

T. Zino t 

T. Aluminum a 

T. Boron f 

T. Chromium t 

Table 

Ca (mg/l) 

0.008 

0 

0.044 

0.022 

0.068 

2.6 
0 

0.000 

1 2 

PARAHETBI 

T. Cobalt t 

T. Selenium f 

T. vanadium t 

Ra 226+228 t 

T. Beryllium t 

T. Hercury t 

T. Nickel t 

T. Silver a 

Ca (mg/1) 1 

0 1 

0 1 
0 

0 pCI/1 

0 

0 

0 

0.001 

a = Nunber 1a > Ca calculated by EPA 
t = Number ie < Ca calculated by EPA 
a = Number Is = ca calculated by EPA 

2. The propoeed permit (page 5, part II, §e.3.d.1.Av.) provldaa 
that the permittee collect combined flow weighted compoeite saraplaa 
for biomonitoring. The four permitted outfalls ara spread out over 
approximately 8,78 river milee.. Allowing the collection of a 
combined compoalte sample will not assure that reaches of stream In 
the vicinity ef the upper outfalla or intar^als between outfalla 
will be free from toxicity related to the discharges. Combining 
the samples will only reflect the cumulative Impact of all the 
discharges downstream of the laat outfall. The possibility exiata 
that the 'toxicity* of an upstream outfall could have adverse 
effects upon a reach of the stream but the toxic effects of that 
outfall would not show up In a combined test sample because of the 
effects of the downstream outfalls (i.e., a toxic aliquot being 
diluted by a non or leas toxic aliquot). Further problems arise in 
that all outfalls will not neceasarily be discharging at all timea. 
Currently the mine ie operating on a stand-by basis and aoes not 
discharge from outfall 001 and has not discharged from thai outfall 
for some time. Outfaile 004 and 009 wiil likely olscnarge tor m e 
most part only in response to epieodie events euch aa etorme and 
snowmelt, thus making comparability of different sampling events 
difficult or impossible if oifferent combinations of outfalls are 
discharging during different sampling events. The WQS stote: 

[ajcuta toxicity due to oiachargee shall not occur within 
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state Ce r t i f i ca t i on 
Holycorp. Inc. 

NPDES No. NM0022308 
Nay 27. 1993 

tne wastewater mixing zone in any stream with an existing 
or designated fiehery uee (il-l03.D); and 

ic]hronic toxicity due to discharges shall not occur at 
the critical low flow in any stream with an existing or 
dealgnated fishery use more then once every three yeara 
(St-103.E). 

Because the act of combining the composite eamplee will not asaure 
that one upstream outfall will not cause acuta or chronic toxicity 
as prohibited in the above WQS, biomonitoring at each outfall le 
required as a condition of thla certification, 

3. Final effluent limitatlone at outfall 'SUH2' (Proposed permit 
- Page 10 of Part 1) are expressed ae loading limite calculated 
upon a monthly average. Ae expressed in our March 2, 1993 letter 
to Mr. Fred Humke (EPA), the NHED - Surface Water Quality Bureau 
(SWQB) ie very concerned about the approach of ueing loading limita 
(I.e.. daily average limits in lbs/day) to protect numeric watar 
quality standarde expressed ae oonoentratlon. While thie approach 
may be appropriate for constituents which are not toxic to aquatic 
life (e.g., molybdenum), it ie generally not the ideal method for 
protection of those characterized as toxic pollutanta. The biota 
tend to respond to extremee of concentrations of toxlo pollutanta. 
The effect of expreaaing the permit limitations as 'average 
loading* may diminish protection from the threat of epieodio, 
biologically threatening, high concentrations. High concentrations 
will not be directly prohibited by reetrietlng average loads 
because the concentrations will be averaged out. 

The SWQBi as part of thla certification, haa reviewed the problem 
carefully with an aim toward developing effluent limite expressed 
as concentretion. In thie review, consideration of the local river 
basin was included. While the Holycorp point source discharges 
occur over a length of river approximately 8.76 milee it ehould be 
noted that the Town of Red River'a sewage treatment plant* 
(NM0024S99) ie located approximately 2.6 river milee at>ove the 
Holycorp mill site and the New Hexico Game and Fis.h Red River Fish 

*A Waste Load Allocation for the Town of Red River has bean 
adopted by the New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission {New 
Hexico Statewide Water Ouai i ty Hanagement Plan, Work Element 6, 
Table (e)-2). 
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Stata CartifIcatlon 
Holycorp, Inc. 

NPDES No. NH0O223O8 
Hay 27. 1993 

Hatchery (unpermitted") le approximately 1-1.8 river milee below 
the final Molycorp diaohargea. Further non-point source 
contrlbutlone from the scarified (natural and hiatorical mining) 
mountalnoua terrain and.the Village of Ouesta's sewage treatownt 
lagoone' are significant'. 

In conclualon, the NHED - SWQB hae determined that In thla Instance 
due to the need for specific data, especially In regard to quality 
and quantity of the Holycorp 004 A 006 outfalla, that the concept 
of ueing loading limite in the permit Is appropriate at thla time. 
We believe that the monitoring requirements propoeed by EPA in the 
draft permit for the two new outfalla will help fill the data gap. 
However, as condition of this certification It ie required that the 
numerical loading limite at 'SUM2* be expressed aa 'DAILY MAX* 
Instead of *OAILY AVQ.' This change Is necessary to assure that 
numeric water quality standarde for attainable and deelgnated uaea 
set forth In S2-119 ano 83-101 of ths WQS are protected at all 
timee, including epieodie events euch aa rainfall and enowmalt. 

4. Section 401(dI of the federal Clean Water Act atatea that: 

any certification provided under thie section ehall aet 
forth any effluent limitations ... necessary to assure 
that any applicant for a permit will comply with 
...any othar appropriate requirement of Stata law .... 

The New Mexioo Water Quality Control Commieeion (WQCC) Regulations 
are adopted In acoordance with the New Mexico Water Quality Act and 
are therefore an appropriate baeie of a conditional State 

-NHED is working on a draft NPOES permit for the hatchery 
diacharge as part of a grant commitment to EPA. 

'The Ouesta eewage lagoone are located adjacent to tho Red 
River In the area between Molycorp'e outfalls 004 and 002. The 
lagoons do not diacharge directly to the river but are designed te 
allow infiltration to ground water which la probably hydrologically 
connected with the river. 

'smolka, L.R., and Oavid F. Tague. 1887. I n t e n a i v a Survey o f 
the Pad River, Taos County, New Mexico Auguet 18-21, 1$ae. NMEID, 
aanta Fe, New Mexico. EID/SW0-8e/22. 

Smolka, L.R., and David F. Tague. 1969. t n t ena i ve Survey o f the 
Middle Red River, Taos County, New Hexico September i2~Octoter 2S, 
1988. NMEID, Santa Fe, New Mexico. EID/8W0-S8/8. 
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certification. Effluent limitationa for outfalla 004 A OOS aa 
proposed by EPA do not Inelude a limitation of chemical oxygen 
demand (COD). Section 2-101 of the WQCC Regulations states: 

... no person ehaH cause or allow effluent to discharge 
to a watercouree if the effluent ie indicated by: ... 4. 
a grab sample collected during an Intermittent or 
Infrequent diacharge does not conform to the following: 
... Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) less than 125 ng/I. 

Therefore, in order to aaaure that this parmit le compatible with 
an appropriate State requirement ae condition of certification an 
effluent limitation of 128 mg/l nuet be included for theae 
outfalla. The SWQB recommenda that COD be monitored at the eeme 
frequency and with the kind of eemple ea total euepended eolida 
(i.e., 1/day during periods of diecharga by composite sample). 

Commenta which ^ra not eonditlona of Stata Certifloation 

1. Please check the longitude given for outfalla 004 A 006 on 
page one of the proposed permit. We believe the longitude given 
for outfall 004 aa W103° 41' 61* ehould be W106° 31' 61' 

2. The IG states, in regard to considering beckground pollutants, 
tha following (page 4 12): 

[1]n situations where the average background level plua 
the average diacharge level (multiplied by the 
appropriate statistical confidence interval factor ... 
2.13) of the facility In question exceede tha State's 
water quality etandard - the EPA Permite Branch should 
inform the EPA Water Quality Branch to contact the tNMeo] 
to discuss development of a [Total Maximum Daily Load] 
TMDL/[Waete Load Allocation] WLA for the parameter in 
question. 

It Is noted by the NMED - SWQB that this problem has arisen in the 
case of several pollutants (e.g., mercury). On October 16, 1992 
the SWQB submitted to EPA (letter from Mr. Jim Piatt to Mr. Hyron 
O. Knudson) the 'List of Waters Requiring Total Maximum Daily Loads 
Pureuant to Clean Water Act Section 303(d).* That letter contained 
a prioritized list for consideration of TMOLe with a commitment to 
review the top eix in (federal) FY 93 and PY 94, The list la still 
considered provisional since EPA has not yet acted on the letter. 
Segment 2-119 of the Red River ie not in the actionable portion of 
the priority list. Currently, the SWQB anticipates updating the 
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priority 11st at the time the State's biennial 305(b) report to 
Congress is prepared. At that time the reach of the Rad River in 
question will be considered aa appropriate. 

3. Honitoring requirementa for outfalls 004 A 005 (page 6 of Part 
I of the proposed permit) provide that 'flow* be meaeured via an 
'eetimate.* Subsequent effluent limits for outfalla including 004 
A 005 laaa outfall limitatlone at *SUH2* page 10 of Part I) are 
expressed as loading limita. Since load ia directly related to the 
volume and concentration, estimating flow would not provide a 
reliable baeie for determining complianoe with effluent limita at 
*SUM2*. NMED recommends the requirement to estimate flow be 
changed to a meaeurement of f ^ow. 

4. In the propoeed permit (pege 3 of Part I) effluent limitation 
tables for outfall 002, under "Diecharga Limitatlone', tha 
parameter zinc is lieted twice and vanadium ia not lieted at all. 
Vanadium ia listed in the 'Monitoring Requirements* section. The 
footnote '*2' aaaociated with the heading "Discharge Limitationa* 
seems unneceeeary. 

8. In the daaoriptlon of outfalla 004 A 005 (page 6 of Part I of 
the proposed permit) the phrase 'including collected stormwater* is 
utilized. This implies there may be uncollected etorm water which 
may be aubject to NPDES r'egulatlon that not covered by thie 
proposed permit. EPA should clarify this and aeeure that all atorra 
water dischargee aubject to regulation are permitted. 
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State of New Mexico 
— _ _ _ . JUDITH M, ESPINOSA 

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT ^^CRSTART 
RON CUBRY 

DEfVTY SECRETARY 

TELEFAX and 

Certified Hail (p 757 742 S84) 

May 27, 1993 

Mr. Myron 0. Knudson, P.E. 
Oi rector 
Water Hanagement Division (OW) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Roea Ave. 
Oallae. Texaa 75202-2733 
Re: State Certification of NPDES Permit NH002230e - Holycorp. Inc. 
Dear Hr. Knudson: 

Enclosed pleaee find the conditional State certification of the 
following National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Syetem permit: 

Molycorp, Inc. NPDES permit NM0022306 

we would like to note that we believe that the parmit revisions 
contained in the EPA permit propoaal> eepecially the controls at 
the two new outfalls 004 and OOS, are very positive steps In 
protecting the Red River. 

I appreciate the EPA's exteneion of the deadline to provide this 
certification to May 28, 1993. The comments and conditions are 
encloaed on separate sheets. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Piatt 
Chief 
Surface Water Quality Bureau 

cc: 
•avid Shoemaker, Molycorp, Inc. (Certified Hail P 7B7 742 986) 
Wilfred Rael, Concerned Citizens del Norte 
Reed Benson, Land A Water Fund of the Rockiee 
Courte Voorhees, NMEO Dietriet II 
Ken McCallum, NMED Taos Field Office 
Ellen Caldwell, USEPA (6W-P8) 

Huold Runaeli Building • 1190 $L Fcancit Drive • P.O. Box U110 • Santa Fe, New Mexico 67302 
(MS) B27-2830 FAX (50il 827-2836 
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Hr. Joe 0. Winkle, Acting Regional Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

Oate: May 27, 1993 

STATE CERTIFICATION 

RE: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPOES No. NH0023306 

Dear Mr. Winkle: 

Tha New Mexico Environment Oepartoient has examined the proposed NPOES permit NH0022306 
above. The following conditions .are necessary to assure complianoe with the 
applicable provisions of the Clean Water Act Sections 208(e), 301, 302. 303, 306, and 
307 and with appropriate requirementa of State law. Canpllance with ths terns and 
conditions of the permit and this certification will provide reasonable assurance that 
the permitted activities will be conduoted in a manner which will not violate 
applicable water quality standards and water quality roanagonent plan. 

The State of New Mexico 

(X) Includes the following more stringent conditions and citation to the 
State or Federal requiremants upon which those conditions are based (see 
attachments). 

( ) certifies thet the discharge will conply with the applicable provlslona 
of Section 208(e), 301, 302, 303, 306 and 307 of the Clean Water Act and 
with appropriate requirements of State law. 

( ) waives its right to certify 

( ) denies certification for the reasona stated in the attachment 

In order to oast tha requirenents of State law, including water quality standards and 
appropriate basin plan as may be anended by tha watar quality managea»nt plan, each 
of the conditions cited in tha draft permit and the Stata certification shall not be 
made less stringent. 

The Department reserves the right to amend or revoke this certification is such action 
Is necessary to ensure canpllance with the State's water quality standards and water 
quality nanagsment plan. 

Please contact Qlenn Saums, (SOS) 827-2827, If you have any questlona concerning this 
certification. Conaiients pertaining to this draft penait are included on a separate 
page. 

Sincerely, 

^ P P ^ : r ^ 
Jim Piatt 
Bureau Chief 
Surface Water Quality Bureau 
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Condltione of Stata Certification 

1. Note: this Item Is preeented aa both a condition of 
certification and a comment. The result of this item is that soma 
water quality based effluent limits may need to be adjusted to a 
more stringent value while others may possibly became leas 
stringent. The State ie prohibited by the Clean Water Act from 
raouirlna. as a condition of certification, that a permit be made 
leee stringent, however the State ie also required by federal 
regulation, 40 CFR l24.S3(e)(3), to note in a certification where 
the permit can be made leee stringent. The information preeented 
ia intended to provide the baais for protection of water quality 
standards adopted by the New Mexico Water Quality Control 
Commission in accordance with S303 of the federal Clean Water Act 
and which ara published in the document entitled Water Qual i ty 
Standards for In te rs ta te Streama in New Mexico (WQS). The changee 
are largely necessary, not because of the permit writers error, but 
beoauee on May 3, 1993, the New Mexico Environment Departotent 
(NMED) adopted a new interim guidance document entitled New Mexico 
Inter im Quidance fo r Implementation o f Water Qual i ty Standards 
through National Pol lutant Olecharge El iminat ion system Permits 
(IQ)'. 

The Feet Sheet (page 6, fi e4) states: 

[b]aasd on ... an instream hardneee of 176 mg/l for 
CaCO,; a TSS level of 20.6 mg/l and the draft NM 
implementation plan, the water quality standards are 
calculated, (emphaeia added) 

The 'implementation plan" ie not a draft. Thie ehould read "... 
ths New Mexico In ter im Guidance fo r Implementation o f Water Qual i ty 
Standards Through National Pol lutant Diacharge El imination Syetem 
Permita ...." The implementation plan le the Department's Interim 
Guidance and is an actionable document. Section 1-101. B, 
Implementation Plan of the WQS etatee: 'Ctjhe New Mexico 
Environment Department, acting under authority delegated by the 
Commission, implements the water quality etandards ...." The 
Interim WM implementation plan Is produced under this authority for 
EPA'e uee. 

Apparently the valuee referenced by EPA in the Fact Sheet are from 
a single sample collected and submitted to EPA by Holycorp in an 

1991. 
'The original IG was developed at EPA'e requeet on June 26, 
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October 23, 1993 letter reeponding to EPA'e request for 
information. In regard to evaluating background data for water 
quality baeed permitting the IG states: 

[t]he following data sources should be utilized whenever 
possible ... STORET ... [sltreoro data submitted by the 
permittee ...; (and) ... [a] minimum of two data points 
should be utilized for evaluations. 

In this case there are readily available additional data pointe in 
the STORET' database provided to EPA by NMED via ita March 2, 1993 
letter. NHED has oaloulated the oompoeite average of the Molycorp 
and STORET upstream data to ba as follows: TSS = 59 mg/l (based 
upon ie meaeuremente) and Hardneee = 132 mg/1 (baeed upon 16 
measurements). Note the Molycorp data used by EPA was from the 
station 'Red River above Molycorp's Olecharge 002.' Thie point 
would be below the new outfalla 004 a 005. Therefore, NMED 
utilized Molycorp'e data from their station "Red River above and 
acroes Molycorp Hill yard' which had a TSS of 16.5 mg/1 and 
hardness of 130 mg/l. 

In the table under the same paragraph on page 7 of the Fact Sheet, 
the Ce (water quality etandard) values ehould be changed to reflect 
the above TSS/Hardness values. Table 1 presents NMED's 
calculations for Ce baeed upon the revised TSS/hardneee values. 

In the siune eection of the IG, regarding evaluation of baokground 
data, it ia stated: 

[w]hen the concentration of any pollutant ie reported as 
"less than' for all data points, the value for that 
pollutant should be aasumed to be zero. When the actual 
concentration is rsported in one or more data points, the 
value for other data pointe reported as "lees than' shall 
be assumed to be one half the detection limit, or 
disregarded where the aeeumed value ia considered 
unrepresentatlve. 

The table of Ca values (ambient etream concentration upatraam of 
the discharge) as written by EPA baeed upon the STORET data baee do 
not reflect application of the procedure requiring halving the 
'less than" values. For example tha Ca for total arsenic le ehown 
ae 0.007 mg/l. Tha 0.007 value is the average of the data eet for 

'STORET is the EPA'e computerized national water quality 
database. 
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areenio before considering the "leae than data". There are four 
data polnta in the set as follows: 12, 5K% SK, SK MO/1 • The 
(unadjusted) average of these numbere (rounded) ia 0.007 mg/l. If 
the "less than" data are halved according to the procedure and re-
averaged the result ie a Cs of 0.006 mg/l. 

Employing the same data ae EPA (i.e., the STORET data aet) the NHED 
has recalculated the valuea for Ca in Table 2 (only for parameters 
noted with '«4' in the Fact Sheet as being based upon STORET data). 

The NMED reouests EPA recalculate the water quality baaed effluent 
limite utilizing the NMED - SWQB revielone to the tablee of data in 
the referenced section. We also request that EPA begin to use the 
revised IG in all permits issued for New Mexico. 

Table 1 

1 PARAMETER 

1 T. Arsenic » 
1 T. Cadmium f 

T. Copper t 

T. Lead * 

T. Zino • 

1 T. Aluminum n 

T. Boron a 

T. Chromium * 

T. cobalt D 

1T. Selenium a 

Cs (mg/1) 

0.049 

0.005 

0.069 

0.043 

0.696 

0.087 

0.76 

0.948 

0.06 

O.OOB 

PARAHETER 

T. Vanadium a 

Ra 22e-».229 a 

T. Beryllium a 

T. Mercury Q 

T. Nickel « 

T. Silver D 

Chlordane a 

Un-ion. Ammon. a 

T. Res. Chlor. a 

ce (mg/l) 

0.10 

30 pCl/1 

0.005 

0.000012 

0.759 

0.00012 

0.0000043 

0.03 

0.002 II 

1 
* = Number ie > ce calculated by EPA 
t = Number Is < Cs calculated by EPA 
D = Number ie = ce calculated by EPA 

'in STORET, the "K" remark code indlcatee '1eee than.' When 
entering data into STORET, NMED entere the limit of detection value 
reported by the lab with the "K" remark code to indicate a ssmple 
wae analyzed, the pollutant wae detected but was leee than the 
analytical limit of detection. 
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1 PARAHETER 

IT. Arsenic t 

T. Cadmium f 

T. Copper t 

T. Lead t 

T. Zino t 

T. Aluminum D 

T. Boron f 

1 T, Chromium t 

Table 2 

Ca (mg/1) 

0.008 

0 

0.044 

0.022 

0.066 

2.6 

0 

0.000 

PARAHETER 

T. cobalt t 

T. Selenium t 

T. Vanadium t 

Ra 226-^228 t 

T. Beryllium t 

T. Hercury f 

T. Nickel t 

T. Silver a 

Ca (mg/l) | 

0 

0 

0 

0 oCi/1 

0 

0 

0 

0.001 

» = Number 1a > Ca calculated by EPA 
t s Number ie < Ca calculated by EPA 
D = Number is = ca calculated tjy EPA 

2. The propoeed permit (page 5, part II, 8E.3.d.1.&v.) provides 
that the permittee collect combined flow weighted compoeite samples 
for biomonitoring. The four permitted outfalls ara epread out over 
approximately 8.75 river milee. Allowing the collection of a 
combined composite sample will not assure that reaches of stream In 
the vicinit/ of the upper outfaile or internals between outfalls 
will be free from toxicity related to the discharges. Combining 
the eamplee will only reflect the oumulative Impact of all the 
discharges downstream of the last outfall. The possibility exists 
that the 'toxicity' of an upstream outfall could have adverse 
effects upon a reach of the stream but the toxic effects of that 
outfall would not show up In a combined test sample because of the 
effects of the downstream outfalls (i.e., a toxic aliquot being 
diluted by a non or less toxic aliquot). Further problems arise In 
that all outfalls will not neceasarily be diecharging at all timea. 
Currently the mine is operating on a stand-by basis and aoes noc 
discharge from outfall ooi and has not discharged from that outfall 
for some time. Outfalls 004 and 005 wiJl likely olecharge ror tne 
most part only in reeponse to episodic evente euch ae etorme and 
snowmelt, thus making comparability of different sampling events 
difficult or impossible if different combinations of outfalls are 
discharging during different sampling events. The WQS state: 

[ajcuta toxicity due to aischargee snail not occur within 
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Che wastewater mixing zone in any stream with an existing 
or designated fishery use (Bl-103.0); and 

[clhronic toxicity due to discharges shall not occur at 
the critical low flow in any stream with an existing or 
designated fishery use more than once every three years 
(8t-l03.e). 

Beoauee the aot of combining the compoalte samples will not aeeure 
that one upstream outfall will not cauae acute or chronic toxicity 
as prohibited in the above WQS, biomonitoring at each outfall ie 
required as a condition of this certification, 

3, Final effluent limitationa at outfall "SUM2" (Proposed permit 
- Page 10 of Part 1) are expressed as loading limite calculated 
upon a monthly average. As expreeaed in our March 2, 1993 letter 
to Mr. Fred Humke (EPA), the NMED - Surface Water Quality Bureau 
(SWQB) is •^er-j concerned about the approach of ueing loading limits 
(I.e., dally average limits in lbs/day) to protect numeric watar 
quality standards expreeaed ae oonoentratlon. While this approach 
may be appropriate for constituents which are not toxic to aquatic 
life (e.g., molybdenum), it ie generally not the ideal method for 
protection of those characterized aa toxic pollutanta. The biota 
tend to respond to extremee of concentratione of toxic pollutanta. 
The effect of expreaaing the permit limitations as "average 
loading" may diminish protection from the threat of epieodie, 
biologically threatening, high concentrations. High concentrations 
will not be directly prohibited by reetrietlng average loads 
becauae the concentratione will be averaged out. 

The SWQB, as part of this certification, hae reviewed the problem 
carefully with an aim toward developing effluent limita expressed 
ae concentration. In thie review, oonsideration of the local river 
basin waa included. While the Molycorp point source diechargee 
occur over a length of river approximately 8.76 milee it ehould be 
noted that the Town of Red River'a sewage treatment plant 
(NM0024S99) is located approximately 2.6 river miles above the 
Molycorp mill site and the New Hexico Game and Fis.h Red River Fish 

A Waste Load Allocation for the Town of Red River haa bean 
adopted by the New Mexico Water Quality Control Commisalon (New 
Mexico Sta tewide Water Q u a l i t y Management P l a n , Work Element 6, 
Table (6)-2). 
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Hatchery (unpermitted") ie approximately 1-1.5 river milee below 
the final Molycorp dieoharges. Further non-point source 
contrlbutlone from the acarified (natural and historical mining) 
mountalnoua terrain and.the Village of Questa's sewage treatment 
lagoone° are eignif ioant'. 

In conclusion, the NHED - SWQB has determined that in thia instance 
due to the need for specific data, especially In regard to quality 
and quantity of the Molycorp 004 & 006 outfaile, that the concept 
of using loading limits In the permit Is appropriate at thia time. 
We believe that the monitoring requirements proposed by EPA in the 
draft permit for the two new outfalls will help fill the data gap. 
However, as condition of this certification it is required that the 
numerical loading limite at "SUH2" be expreeeed as "DAILY MAX" 
instead of "DAILY AVQ." This change is necessary to assure that 
numeric water quality standarde for attainable ond deelgnated uees 
set forth In §2-ii9 and §3-101 of the WQS are protected at all 
times, including episodic events euch aa rainfall and anowmelt. 

4. Section 401(d) of the federal Clean Water Act atatea that: 

any certification provided under thie section ehall aet 
forth any effluent limitationa ... necessary to assure 
that any applicant for a ... permit will comply with 
...any other appropriate requirement of State law .... 

The New Mexico Water Quality Control Commieeion (WQCC) Regulatione 
are adopteo In accordance with the New Hexico Watar Quality Act and 
are therefore an appropriate basis of a conditional State 

'NMED is working on a draft NPDES permit for the hatchery 
diacharge as part of a grant commitment to EPA. 

'The Ouesta sewage lagoone are located adjacent to the Red 
River in the area between Molycorp's outfaile 004 and 002. The 
lagoons do not discharge directly to the river but are designed to 
allow infiltration to ground water which ie prot>ab1y hydrologically 
connected with the river. 

'Smolka, L.R., and David F. Tague. 1967. i n t o n a l v e Survey o f 
tha Red R i v e r , Taoa County, New Mexico Auguet 18-21 , 1966, NHEID, 
Santa Fe, New Mexico. EID/3WQ-6e/22, 

Smolka, L.R., and David F. Tague. 1989. I n t e n s i v e Survey o f t he 
M idd le Red R i v e r , Taos County, New Mexico September l2 - (3c to te r 2B, 
1988. NMEID, Santa Fe, New Mexioo. EID/SWO-SS/S. 

5 
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certification. Effluent limitations for outfalls 004 A 005 as 
proposed by EPA do not include a limitation of chemical ox/gen 
demand (COD). Section 2-101 of the WQCC Regulations states: 

... no peraon shall cause or allow effluent to discharge 
to a watercouree if the effluent is indicated by: ... 4. 
a grab sample collected during an intermittent or 
infrequent discharge does not conform to the following: 
... Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) less than 125 rog/l. 

Therefore, in order to aeeure that this permit is compatible with 
an appropriate State requirement as condition of certification an 
effluent limitation of 126 mg/l must be included for these 
outfalls. The SWQB recommends that COD be monitored at the same 
frequency and with the kind o f eemple ae total euepended solide 
(I.e., 1/day during periods of discharge by composite sample). 

Cornmanta which are not condltione of State Certification 

1. Please check tha longitude given for outfaile 004 A 006 on 
page ene of the propoeed permit. We believe the longitude given 
for outfall 004 as W10S° 41' 51" should be W105° 31* 51' 

Z. The IG states, in regard to considering background pollutante, 
the following (paga 4 112): 

[i]n situations where the average background level plua 
the average discharge level (multiplied by the 
appropriate etatietical confidence interval factor ... 
2.13} of tha facility In question exceeds the State's 
water quality etandard - the EPA Permite Brench should 
inform the EPA Water Quality Branch to contact the [NMEOJ 
to discuss development of a [Total Haximum Daily Load] 
TMDL/[WaBte Load Allocation] WLA for the parameter in 
question. 

It Is noted by the NMED - SWQB that this proDlem haa arlaen in the 
case of several pollutants (e.g., mercury). On October 16, 1992 
the SWQB submitted to EPA (letter from Hr. Jim Piatt to Mr. Hyron 
O. Knudson) the 'List of waters Requiring Total Maximum Dally Loads 
Pureuant to Clean Water Act Section 303(d).* That letter contained 
a prioritized list for conaideratlon of THOLs with a commitment to 
review the top eix In (federal) FY 93 and FY 94. The list is still 
considered provisional aince EPA has not yet acted on the letter. 
Segment 2-119 of the Red River ie not in the actionable portion of 
the priority list. Currently, the SWQB anticipates updating the 
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priority list at the tints the State's biennial 305(b) report to 
Congress is prepared. At that time the reach of the Red River in 
question will be considered as appropriate. 

3. Monitoring requirements for outfalls 004 A 005 (page 5 of Part 
I of the proposed permit) provide that 'flow" be meaeured via an 
"eetimate." Subsequent effluent limits for outfalls Including 004 
A 005 isee outfall limitations at 'SUM2" page 10 of Part I) are 
expressed as loading limits. Since load ie directly related to the 
vo1uma and concentration, estimating flow would not provide a 
reliable baeie for determining complianoe with effluent limits at 
"6UH2'. NMEO recommends the requirement to eetimate flow be 
changed to a measurement of flow. 

4. In the proposed permit (page 3 of Part I) effluent limitation 
tables for outfall 002, under "Discharge Limitations", the 
parameter zinc is lieted twice and vanadium ie not listed at all. 
Vanadium is Hated in the 'Monitoring Requirements' section. The 
footnote "«Z" associated with the heading "Discharge Limitatlone' 
sseme unneceeeary. 

6. In the deeoription of outfalls 004 ft 005 (page 6 of Part I of 
the proposed permit) the phrase "including collected stormwater' is 
utilized. Thie implies there may be uncollected stormwater which 
may be subject to NPOES regulation that not covered by this 
propoeed permit. EPA should clarify thie and aeeure that all storm 
water dischargee subject to regulation are permitted. 
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Molycorp, Inc. ^ 
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Ouesta, New Mexico 87556 
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UNOCAL® 
MOLYCORP 

May 1 3 , 1593 

Ns. Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Branch (6W-PS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency , 
1.44 5 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX' 75202-2733 

Re: Draft NPDES Permit Molycorp NM0022 306 Comments 

Dear Ms. Caldwell": ' 

The following are Molycorp's comments on the above reiferenced 
draft NPDES permit; 

1. outfalls 004 and 005 discharge excess storm water runoff. 
It is Molycorp's position that these discharges are aubject to 
EPA's storm water regulations, and are not subject to the 
categorical effluent limitations set forth in 40 C.F.R. Part 440, 
which apply to process wastewater discharges. See 40 C.F.R. -
122.l6(b)(l3) (defining "storm water"). Moreover, as required by 
the federal Clean water Act, the EPA storm water program regulates 
onlv runoff that has come into contact with any overburden, raw 
material, waste products, etc. 33 U.S.C. - 1342(1); 40 C.F.R. -
122.26(b)(14). These types of discharges are regulated under 
either individual, group or, in certain cases, general permits. 55 
Fed. Reg. 47990 (Nov. 16, 1990); 57 Fed. Reg. 41236 (Sept. 9, 
1992). Molycorp is a member of the American Mining Congress 
Stormwater Group Permit Application, Part I of which was approvefl 
by EPA on March 10, 1993. Accordingly, Molycorp is in complianoe 
with all aĵ plicable regulation^Moverning discharges from Outfalls 
004 and 005, and hereby resê ^̂ &B its right to contest ita propoaal 
to regulate these dischargefe raiaer its existing NPDES permit. 

Specifically, but wi^owwlimitation, Molycorp objects to th© 
application of the efflueflt Fmnitations set forth in 40 C.F.R. Part 
440 and, in particular, ./t|b ft4ie proposed discharge limitation for 
Total Suspended solids. woLycorp's data (which ĥ as been provided 
to EPA) shows that TSS concentrations during a storm event may 
exceed the proposed limitations. These levels of TSS are naturally 
occurring and are not attributable to Molycorp's mining operations; 
in most cases, the runoff does not even come into contact with the 
company's waste dumps. While Molycorp Intends to implement 
appropriate measures to manage and control this runoff, in 

% 

• • • ? ^ ' 
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accordance with EPA's storm water program, there can be no 
assurance that these measures will be effective to prevent an 
exceedance of the proposed TSS discharge limitation in the event 
of a major storm. 

2. Any acid mine drainage from outfalls 004 and 005 will bo 
diverted and retained in the underground mine, where it will be 
neutralized and its metal content will drop as it percolates 
through natural rock* formations. This water will then be pumped 
from the underground mine to a tailings line and conveyed to the 
tailings impoundment area. 

Sincerely, 

DRS:bjd 

cc: Fred Humke 

C^-^L^ ^ J 
David R. Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 

r: 
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.Amigos Bravos, Friends of the Wild Rivers 
P.O. Box 238 Taos, New Mexico 87571 

4»AX-oo-7-qi 

(oW 

(ol> 
Mr. Robert E Layton Jr. 
U.S.EPA, Region VI 
1445 Ross Av. Suite 1200 
Dallas, TX 75202 

Dear Mr Layton, 

12/30/91 

This letter is in reference to the potential impacts that may result from 
the closing of the Molycorp molybdenum mine in Questa, New Mexico. 

The mine announced that they wi l l be closing down their operations at the 
beginning of 1992. As part of that closure they wil l be shutting down and 
dismantling the pumps that keep the mine from flooding. We can expect 
that this action wil l result in an acid mine drainage situation that wi l l 
have considerable negative impacts on both surface and ground water. 

My questions at this point are: 
• What is required of the mine to Insure that acid mine drainage does not 
occur? 
• How wil l EPA monitor this situation? 
• What other agencies wil l be monitoring this situation? 
• Has or wil l Molycorp produce a written closure plan for EPA's approval? 
• What stipulations and regulations under the Clean Water Act address 
this situation, specially in reference to acid mine drainage? 

Thank you for answering these questions. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Shields 
Projects Director 

\ 2 dj- ^ 

) printed ory recycled paper 
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January 10, 1992 

'•.' - I f ' 

Mr. Fred Humke 
U.S. EPA, Region 6 
Permits Branch 
144 5 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Dear Mr, Humke'! 

I have, reviewed th© letter to Mr. Layton from Brian Shields 
concerning the potential impact from the flooding of the new under
ground mine at Questa. The current mine drainage is not acid and the 
mine drainage from the old underground mine was not acid. The mine 
drainage is currently transported through our tailings lines to the 
tailings pond where it is discharged in accordance with our NPDES 
permit. After the new mine is flooded, the mine water will be picked 
up from the old underground workings, as it was prior to the develop
ment of the new mine, transported through our tailings lines to the 
tailings pond where it will be discharged in accordance with our NPDES 
permit, 

The mine is not being permanently closed, but is on standby, and 
will be opened when market conditions warrant. 

If you have any questions, please call me at (505) 586-7601. 

Very truly yours. 

li'̂ avid R. Shoemaker 
ine Manager 

cc: T, Thomas 

-<3 
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Ouesta Division 
P.O. Box 469 
Uuesta, New Mexico 87556 
Telephone: (505) 586-0212 

MOLVCORP 

Docomber 8 , 1992 

Fred Humke 
Permits Briiuich 
U.S. jsnvlronmentai Protection Agency 
1446 Rosa Avonuo v 
Dallas, TX 7S202-2733 

Dear Mr. Kumke: 

The following is the data you requested on the Red River 
above Molycorps discharge Outfall 002, and data for Outfall 
002. 

Red Rivor Above 002 

Total Aluminum 
DlBSolvod Al 
Total 31Ivor 
Total Selenium 
Total Mercury 

mg/l 

2.79 
0.07 
''.0002 

005 
0002 

Outfall 002 
mo/l 

<0.03 

0.0006 
<0.005 

Us,, .; 
Tenh Chlordane <0.2 

For thg record , I am oubmit.tj|j& all tia laterawry data as 
received. Hercury analycijLl^M^e done in our own Lab. 

Should you hav© any qui ', feel free to ca l l me at 505-

W 
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UO/L 

UQ/L 

ua/L 
Ub/L 
ug/L 
UQ/L 
UQ/L 
ug/L 

UQ/L 

UQ/L 
mfL 
UQ/L 
UQ/L 
UQ/L 
UQ/L 
UQ/L 
UCJ/L 
ug/L 
UQ/L 

uy.'L 

uc/t 

(0.05 
(0.05 
(0.03 
(O.OS 
(0.03 
(0.3 
(0.1 
(0.1 
<0.1 
(0.1 
(0.03 
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flNRLYTICRL TECH INC.f l? T^O?' d<5K J IO I Dec 8,92 9:27 No.001 P.02/03 

CLIENT « MOLYCORP INC. 
PRQJECT # I (NONE) 
PROJECT NAME l (NONE) 

ATI I.D. f 211847 

DATE RECEIVED I 11/23/92 

REPORT DATE : 12/07/93 

ATI # CLIENT DESCRIPTION MATRIX DATE COLLBCTEI 

01 
02 

04 

HI RED RXVER 
#2 RED RIVER 
*.'i MOLYCORPS OUTFALL 002 
#4 QUALITY CONTROL 

AQUEOUS 
AQUEOUS 
AQUEOUS 
AQUEOUS 

11/19/9; 
11/19/9; 
11/19/9; 
ll/19/9i 

I « c n c L'. c- CT: e; K K e e e ! 

MATRIX 

AQUEOUS 

pppi IR/IIMAPV 

ATI STANDARD D I S P O S A L PRACTICE 

TliH »iaiiit»lw»i fi-uui L l i i » u j . u J w c L w i l l bw L l l b p u H u d u l I n L h i i L y ( 3 0 ) U a y v f r o m t l 
date of this report. la an extended storage period is required, pleaer tac 
our sample control department before the scheduled diapoeal date. 
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METALS RESULTS 

CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 

t MOLYCORP INC. 
t (NONE) 
I (NONE) 

ATI I.D. J 211847 

DATE RECEIVED i 11/23/ 

REPORT DATE : 12/07/ 

PARAMETER UNITS 01 02 03 04 

SILVER (EPA 200.7/6010) 
ALUMINUM (EPA 200.7/6010) 
SELENIUM (EPA 270,2) 

MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 

<o.ooo% 
2 . 7 9 
<0.005 

• 

0 . 0 7 
-

O. 000(0 
< 0 . 0 5 ( 
<0.005 

/ " ^ " ^ 
^^0.65 
^-^-L_-

C 04"^-- a\c-

fCL^ '^' 

f 
^ Q J ) 
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HKALYTICfiL TECH INC.fl? 602«495.4101 Dec 8.92 9:27 No.001 P.02/03 

CLIENT J MOLYCORP INC. 
PROJECT # I (NONE) 
PROJECT NAME J (NONE) 

DATB RECEIVED I ll/23/9< 

REPORT DATE I 12/07/9: 
ATI I.D. I 211847 

ATI # CLIENT DESCRIPTION MATRIX DATE COLLECTE! 

01 
02 
03 
04 

#1 RED RIVER 
#2 RED RIVER -
#3 MOLYCORPS OUTFALL 
#4 QUALITY CONTROL 

002 

AQUEOUS 
AQUEOUS 
AQUEOUS 
AQUEOUS 

11/19/9'! 
11/19/9: 
11/19/9; 
11/19/9: 

pppi |^/!|^^APv 

:c:L-:Eaer. BB«;r:r-eiciBBBa 

MATRIX 

AQUEOUS 

TOTALS 

ATI STANDARD DISPOSAL PRACTICE 

The sampleB from this project will be diapoeed of in thirty (30) days from • 
date of thie report. ^£ an extended storage poriod is required, please cont; 
our sample control department befor th© scheduled disposal date. 
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Dec 8.92 0 :27 No.001 P .03 /03 

METALS RESULTS 

CLIENT I MOLYCORP INC, 
PROJECT # 1 (NONE) 
PROJECT NAME i (NONE) 

ATI I.D. t 211847 

DATE RECEIVED J 11/23/S 

REPORT DATB : 12/07/S 

03 04 PARAMETER UNITS 01 02 

SILVER (EPA 200.7/6010) MQ/L 
ALUMINUM (EPA .200.7/6010) MG/L 
SELENIUM (EPA 27 0.2) MG/L 

<o>ooo^ 
2.79 0.07 
<0.005 -

O.OOOip 

<0.05 r o . 6 5 
<0.005 ^s-
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t ; • 
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^'&np;ayTICflL TECH INCRZ b02 '^95.A'i01 
12. 8.1992 13:54 P.4 

Dec Fiyi' If'-'UW w o . u i i r.<.<i</'ju 

lei.\ 

Additional Compounds 

/ ^ ^ The following additional oompoundi^ were a»^«ly««d by method ^.^^ 
Tho detection limits listed ara based on inatrument detection liî ita 
rather than a formal MUL atudy. 

This notification is for accession nuwbaroj _. 

(p^fnpfiynd' ̂ amfe ; ccn£.e.ntj:aU-Qa iinlta 

t > J- 0 6 " / 

Dilution 

< ' ^ y^JL 

Analysts 
IniLUla 

r 
/ >- /?7 

1 

cr. 

PLEASE PLACE A COPV OF THIS NOTICE IN IHE APPROPRIATE JOD POLbERS 

a 

tj^ 
fc-.t-i'.-rSi 



IF F R O M M O L V C O R P NM 
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t t t f t RUSH t a i M 
• * * PIL . FACTOR 1 

ftLDRIN 
ALPHA e t c 
BETA BHC 
QAMMA DHC (LINDANEI 
DCll.TA BMC 
ALPHrt-CHLQRDANK 
4,4'-ono 
4,4 ' -DDE 
4,4'-DOT 
DIELDRIN 
ENPOSl/LFftN 1 
BNDOEiLJLrAN I I 
eNt)OSUl..P«N SULFA TE . 
ENDRIN 
ENORIN flLDEHYDC 
ENDRIN KerpNC 
HCPTACHLnR 
HEPTACHLOR EPOXIDE 
flCniOXYCHLOR • 
TOXAPHENE 
AROCLOR 1016 

1221 
1232 
12*2 

1254 
1260 

QAIItIA" CHLORDANE 
DBC ir.) 
DPOFBP (•/.) 
• • • Nteo TECH CHLORDANE ® 

DATE Ar<ALY£E,P : J . ^ J J . ± ± _ 

608 i 

1 2 . 8 . 1 9 9 2 1 3 ; 5 4 

D K C 7 .92 1?!0C 

i / / U U / ' I L 

P . 5 

No . 0 1 6 H . U 4 . / U 4 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

08 

0? 
10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

19 

16 

17 

10 

1"? 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2a 
26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

AROCLOR 

AROCLOR 

AROCLOR 

AROCLOR 

AROCLOR 

AROCLOR 

01 

02 

03 

04 

OS 

06 

67 

08 

07 

10 

11 

12 

la 

14 

15 

16 

17 

IP 

*V 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

29 

26 

27 

28 

29 
30 

rii/A.-, 

— - ] 

. 

-

: - ^ 

X-//" 

UQ/L 

UQ/L 
UQ/L 

UG/L 

UQ/L 

uy/L 
UQ/L 

UQ/L 

UQ/L 

UQ/L 

U9/L 

ua/L 
UQ/L 

Uq/L 

U'il/L 

ua/L 
UQ/L 
UQ/L 

ua/L 
U(S/L 
UQ/L 

UQ/L 
UQ/L 

UQ/L 

US/L 

UQ/L 
UQ/L 

UQ/L 

X 
7. 

(0.03 
(O.OS 
(0,03 
(0.05 

(0.05 
(0.3 

(0.1 
(0.1 

(0.1 
(0.1 

(0.05 

(0.1 

(0.1 

(0.1 

(O.I 
(0.1 

(0.03 
(O.OS 

(0.5 

(1.0 
(O.J 

(O.S 
(0.5 
(0.5 

(0.5 

(O.S 

(O.S 

(0,5 

< ^ . 

2U"y220l NOVEMPCR '92 POTW 

* * • CIL . FACT(3R 
01 - ALbRlN 
02 - ALFHA BfiC 
03 - BETA BHC 
04 - SAnrlA BHC (LINDANE) 
03 - OeuTA BHC 
06 - ALFHA-CHLOftDANe 
07 - 4,4«-DD0 
05 - 4 , 4 ' - o n e 
0? - 4.4»-PDT 
10 - DIELDRIN 
IJ - CNDOSULFAN 1 
12 - (iNOOSULFAN H 
13 - E.ND08ULPAN SULFATE 
14 - ENDRIN 
13 - CNDRIN ALOCllYOE 
16 - tJ-NDRIN KETONE 
17 - HffPTACHLOK 
IB - HCrTACHLOR EPOXIDE 
19 - rtElllOXYCHLOR ' 
20 - TO.XAnjCNt, 
21 -.ARPCLGR 1016 

0.2 UQK, 

608 

ANALYST INITIALS : ^ j h l . 

11/25/72 12/09/72 

ii2n.tMSfet?.12?l 

6 

or 
00 
09 
10 
I t 

13 
14 
IS 
16 
17 
10 
IT 
20 
2i 
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UQ/L 
Uta/L 
UQ/L 

UQ/L 

U(3/L 

UQ/L 

UQ/L 

UQ/L 

ug/L 
UQ/L 

UQ/L 

ua/L 
UQ/L 
UG/L 
UQ/L 
U(3/L 
UQ/L 
ua/L 
JO/L 

UQ/L 

UQ/L 

UO/L 

(O.OS 

(0.03 
(O.OS 

(0,0S 
(O.OS 

(o.a 
(O.I 

(0.1 

(0,1 

(Oil 

(O.OD 
(0.1 
(0.1 

(0,1 
(Oil 

(0.1 
(0.05 
10.05 
(0.3 

(1.0 

(0.5 

(0.3 
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SAMPLE 
SOURCE 
RED RIVER 
ABOVE R/R 
SEWAGE TMT 
PLANT 

RED RIVER WATER QUALITY ABOVE AND BELOW MOLYCORP'S DISCHARGE OUTFALL 002 STREAM SEGMENT 2-119 

UNITS IN PPM EXCEPT WHERE NOTED 

PH CN TSS TDS S04 AS CD PB ZN AL B CR 
8.3 .0012 12.0 175 61.3 <.005 <.002 <.003 .024 1.4 <.l <.03 

SE V 
<.01 <.03 

RA 
226 
<0.6 

RA 
228 BE NI 
<1 0.004 <.03 

AG 
<.01 

CAC03 
195 

P 
<0.5 

TOTAL 
ORGANIC CARBON 

1.5 

TOTAL INORGANIC UN-IONIZED 
NITROGEN AMMONIA (AS N) 

<0.1 <0.01 

TOTAL RESIDUAL 
CHLORINE CO MN CU 

<.01 <0.03 .057 .010 

FE MO 

.084 <.03 

F 

,267 

TEMP 

9.9 

SAMPLE 
SOURCE 
RED RIVER 
BELOW R/R 
SEWAGE TMT 
PLANT 

SAMPLE 

PH CN TSS 
8.2 .0013 13.5 

TOTAL INORGANIC 
NITROGEN 

0.4 

PH CN TSS 
8.1 .0024 18.5 

TDS S04 AS CD PB ZN AL 
178 69.8 <.005 <.002 <.003 .028 1.4 

UN-IONIZED TOTAL RESIDUAL CO 
AMMONIA (AS N) CHLORINE 

<.01 <.01 <.03 

TDS S04 AS CD PB ZN AL 
196 102.0 <.005 <.002 <.003 .041 1.7 

B 
<.l 

MN 

.086 

B 
<.l 

CR 
<.03 

CU 

.010 

CR 
<.03 

SE 
<.01 

FE 

.250 

SE 
<.01 

V 
<.03 

MO 

<.03 

V 
<.03 

RA 
226 
<0.6 

F 

.260 

RA 
226 
<0.6 

RA 
228 
<1 

TEMP 

9.9 

RA 
228 
<1 

BE 
0.002 

RR 
0.002 

NI 
<.03 

NI 
<.03 

AG 
<.01 

AG 
<.01 

CAC03 
94 

CAC03 
130 

P 
<0.5 

P 
<.5 

TOTAL 
ORGANIC CARBON 

3.3 

TOTAL 
ORGANIC CARBON 

1.9 
SOURCE 
RED RIVER 
ABOVE AND 
ACROSS MOLYCORP 
MILL YARD 

TOTAL INORGANIC 
NITROGEN 

0.3 

PH 

SAMPLE 7.7 
SOURCE 
RED RIVER ABOVE 
MOLYCORP'S 
DISCHARGE 002 

CN TSS 

.0034 20.5 

UN-IONIZED 
AMMONIA (AS N) 

TOTAL RESIDUAL 
CHLORINE 

CO MN CU FE MO TEMP 

<.01 <.01 <.03 .100 .010 

TDS S04 AS CD PB ZN AL B CR 

297 141.4 <.005 <.002 <.003 .129 2.7 <.l <.03 <.01 <.03 <0.6 

.084 <.03 .339 9.5 
RA RA 

SE V 226 228 

<1 

BE NI 

<.001 0.03 

AG 

<.01 

CAC03 P 

178 <.5 

TOTAL 
ORGANIC CARBON 

1.6 

TOTAL INORGANIC 
NITROGEN 

0.3 

UN-IONIZED 
AMMONIA (AS N) 

<.01 

TOTAL RESIDUAL 
CHLORINE CO MN CU FE MO F TEMP 

<.01 <.03 .544 .020 .182 <.03 .964 10.0 

TOTAL 



SAMPLE 
SOURCE 
OUTFALL 002 
DISCHARGE 

PH CN TSS TDS S04 AS CD PB ZN AL 
'r.'S .'0027 3.8 1763 789 <.005 <.002 <.003 .033 <1 

B CR SE V 226 
0.1 0.03 <.01 <.03 <.6 

228 RR 
<1 <.001 

NI AG 
<.003 <.01 

CAC03 
960 

P 
<0.5 

ORGANIC CARBON 
5.5 

TOTAL INORGANIC 
NITROGEN 

UN-IONIZED 
AMMONIA (AS N) 

TOTAL RESIDUAL 
CHLORINE 

CO MN CU FE MO TEMP 

<0.1 <.01 <.01 <.03 1.30 .010 .125 2.29 1.93 10.0 

SAMPLE 
SOURCE 
RED RIVER 
BELOW 002 
DISCHARGE 

PH CN TSS TDS S04 AS CD PB ZN 
7.6 .0010 20.0 299 143 <.005 <.002 <.003 .163 

RA 
AL B CR SE V 226 
2.8 0.1 <.03 <.01 <.03 <.6 

RA 
228 BE 
<1 <.001 

NI AG ' 
<.003 <.01 

CAC03 P 
207 <.5 

TOTAL 
ORGANIC CARBON 

2.0 

TOTAL INORGANIC 
NITROGEN 

UN-IONIZED 
AMMONIA(AS N) 

TOTAL RESIDUAL 
CHLORINE 

CO MN CU FE MO TEMP 

0.3 <.01 <.01 <.03 .624 .020 .125 .094 .980 10.0 

RADIUM 226 AND 228 IN pCi/liter 
ALL METAL ANALYSIS ARE FOR TOTAL METAL 
TEMPERATURE: IN CENTIGRADE 
HARDNESS AS CaCo3 
TDS TOTAL DISSOLVED SOLIDS 
TSS TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS 
PH STANDARD UNITS 



.Molycorp, Inc. 
A Unocal Company 
Questa Division 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 
Telephone; (505) 586-0212 

UNOCAL® DEC 0 7 m z 
MOLYCORP 

December 2, 1992 

Fred Humke, P.E. 
Senior Environmental Engineer 
Industrial Permits Section 6W-PI 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

Dear Mr. Humke: 

Per our telephone conversation on December 2, 1992, I am re<5uesting 
a 30 day delay in submitting the Form 2D applications to January 20, 
1993. Because of the limited time, we don't think we c:an complete the 
applications by December 20, 1992. Thank you for your help. 

Sincerely, 

David R. Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 
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. -•I^!-''' ^>'" • '^ Molycorp, Inc. 
A Unocal Company 

o c r r > f - l V F n Questa Division 
R b O l - U i - . U P.O. Box 469 

. < ftM Q. 1 A Questa, New Mexico 87556 
9 8 f^PR 1 O. " " ^ ' ' Telephone: (505) 586-0212 

PERHITS BRA.HCH 

^^ ' '6V. 'a-P UNOCAL® 
MOLYCORP 

BY AIRBORNE EXPRESS - AIRBILL NO. 9419647016 

April 13, 1998 

Mr. Sc»tt Wilson 
Industriial Pennits Section, 6W-P1 
U S Environmental Prote(?tion Agency 
Region VI 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
DaUas, Texas 75202-2733 

Re: NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 - Renewal Application 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

Molycorp Inc. is pleased to submit its application for renewal of NPDES pennit No. NM 
0022306. We believe the application is administratively complete. If there is specific 
information that you find is necessary to complete the application, however, please contact Mr. 
Geyza Lorinczi, Environmental Manager, at (505) 586-7626 as soon as possible. 

Molycorp's cunent permit will expire on October 14, 1998, therefore, the due date for the 
submittal of the application for renewal is April 17***. Our con:q)leted permit application is 
divided into three sections, each containing either specific test data or explanations in support of 
requests for modification of the permit. Section I contains requests for changes in permit 
conditions and the technical support for those changes. Section n mcludes Form 1 and Form 2C 
for permit Outfalls 001, 002, 004, and 005. Section m presents a discussion of the status ofthe 
Red River Groundwater Seepage Zone. The four supporting dociiments that are referenced in 
Section IH are part of this application package. 

Our previous permit renewal was submitted while our operation was in tenq)orary cessation 
(from Jantiary 1992 until October 1996). It was with this in mind that we have reviewed the 
permit in light of our cunent operation. As a result of this review, we have noted several 
inconsistencies and small changes that we believe will make the pennit more internally 
consistent. We have also analyzed the san:q)ling program, in light of the typical variability ofthe 
individual sample results, to identify those paranieters that are consistently less than 50 percent 
ofthe respective permit limitation and for which no permit exceedance has been noted. We are 
requesting EPA to drop those parameters from our monitoring requirements. 



Molycorp, Inc. 
A Unocal Company 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 
Telephone: (505) 586-0212 

UNOCAL® 
MOLYCORP 

January 10, 1992 

Mr. Fred Humke 
U.S. EPA, Region 6 
Permits Branch 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Dear Mr. Humke: 

I have reviewed the letter to Mr. Layton from Brian Shields 
concerning the potential impact from the flooding of the new under
ground mine at Questa. The current mine drainage is not acid and the 
mine drainage from the old underground mine was not acid. The mine 
drainage is currently transported through our tailings lines to the 
tailings pond where it is discharged in accordance with our NPDES 
permit. After the new mine is flooded, the mine water will be picked 
up from the old underground workings, as it was prior to the develop
ment of the new mine, transported through our tailings lines to the 
tailings pond where it will be discharged in accordance with our NPDES 
permit. 

The mine is not being permanently closed, but is on standby, and 
will be opened when market conditions warrant. 

If you have any questions, please call me at (505) 586-7601. 

Very truly yours, 

David R. Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 

|gi(§IiOW 
c c : T. Thomas 

JAN 14 1992 

bVV-PS 
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state of New Mexico 

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 

BRUCE KING 
GOVERNOR 

December 3, 1992 

Fred Humke 
Permits Branch (6W-PI) 
U.S. Environmental Protection 
1445 Ross Ave. 
Dallas, Texas, 75202-2733 

Agency 

JUDITH M. ESPINOSA 
SECRETARY 

RON CURRY 
DEPUTY SECRETARY 

e " •• 

Re: Critical Lowflow Determination 
(NPDES #NM0022306) 

- Red River near Molycorp 

Dear Mr. Humke: 

Pursuant to your telephone request, the New Mexico Environment 
Department has calculated the critical low flow for the Red River 
to be utilized in preparation of the referenced permit. Critical 
low flow is defined in section 1-105.B of the New Mexico Water 
Quality Control Commission's Water Quality Standards for 
Interstate and Intrastate Steams in New Mexico as the "... 
minimum average four consecutive day flow which occurs with a 
frequency of once in three years (4Q3)." 

The 4Q3 was determined by statistical analysis of the entire 
available period of record (1979 - 1990) from the United States 
Geological Survey flow monitoring station (08266820) located on 
the Red River below the State Fish Hatchery near Questa. This 
station is also downstream of the Molycorp discharge outfalls. A 
copy of the computer retrieval is enclosed for your record. 

As you know it is usually preferable to utilize flow measurements 
from a nearby upstream (from the discharges) station for the 
purpose of reviewing potential effluent limitations. An upstream 
U.S.G.S. gauge does exist, near the U.S. Forest Service Ranger 
Station. However, an irrigation diversion immediately below that 
gauge and the subsequent inflow from Cabresto Creek above the 
outfalls makes that gauge non-representative for this purpose. 
The selected station, although downstream of the NPDES discharges, 
is in the Surface Water Quality Bureau's opinion the most reliable 
basis for low flow determination. Since the downstream gauge will 
also measure effluent from the facility's discharge, we suggest, 
for the purpose of calculating water quality based effluent 
limitations, that the design flow of the discharge be subtracted 

HimH-xUt I I I I 
^ D R U a F R E E ^ T 

Harold Runnels Building • 1190 St. Francis Drive • P.O. Box 26110 • Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502 
(505) 827-2850 FAX (505) 827-2836 



Fred Humke 
November 23t 
Page 2 

1992 

from the 4Q3 in order to project the amount of river water 
available for dilution. 

The river's critical low flow below the discharge points is 33.1 
cubic feet per second (cfs). Per your November 17, 1992 
conversation with Glenn Saums of my staff, the design flow from 
the two outfalls combined equals 1.7 cfs (Outfall 001=0.688 MGD or 
1.1 cfs; 002=0.405 MGD or 0.6 cfs). Thus, 31.4 cfs should be 
utilized as the value for calculating stream dilution factors. 

If you have any questions, please contact Glenn Saums of my staff 
at (505) 827-2827. 

^^:^ 

Jim Piatt 
Chief 
Surface Water Quality Bureau 

Enclosure 

cc 
David Shoemaker, Molycorp, Inc. 
Wilfred Rael, Concerned Citizens del Norte 
Reed Benson, Land & Water Fund of the Rockies 
Douglas Meiklejohn, NM Environmental Law Center 
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Molycorp, Inc. 

Questa Division 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 
telephone: (505) 586-02,12 

uni®n 
MOLYCORP 

October 23, 1992 %%n[i\ 
Fred Humke,P.E. 0CT2o |g92 
Industrial Permit Section -
U.S. Environmental .Protection Agency OVV'r'o 
1445 Ross Avenue Suite 1200 
Dallas, Tx 75202^2733 
Dear Mr. HUmke: ^ 

As per your request of August 26, 1992, enclosed please find . 
tJie analytical data on water quality for the Red River 
Segment No. 2-119. This data is for six sampling stations , 
that we sampled along the Red River above and below our 
discharge from ()utfall 002. We haye also tested for other .. 
water quality parameters besides the ones you requested. Red 
Riyer flow on sanpling date of September 10, 1992 was ,26.7 
CFS,. . ; , - . 

Please be advised that we discharge into Stream Segment 2-119 
and not Segment 2-120 as you stated in your letter. Segment 
2^119 designated uses are cold water fishery, fish 
culture, irrigation, livestock and wildlife watering, and 
secondary contact recreation, as per New Mexico's Water 
Quality Standards for Interstate and Intrastate Streams in 
New Mexico, amended May 27, 1992. 

Please feel free to call ne if you have any questions with 
the enclosed analytical data. 

Yours truly. 

David R. Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 

/ . . ' • ^ ' 

Enclosures 
cc Glen Saums 

NM ED Surface Water 
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A DEEP DILEMMA 

Photos by Laurent Guerin/nie New Mexican 

Molycorp Inc. wants to expand its mining operations near Questa, a move that would require expanding these tailing ponds. 

Proposed expansion of Questa mine raises questions 

9//c/9^ By BEN NEARY 
The New Mexican a UKSTA — After fitful pro

duction in recent years, 
Molycorp Inc. plans to 
expand its Questa opera
tions over the next 20 
years even as the company 
is coming under increased 
scrutiny from environmen-

r.nlists and state and federal regulators. 
I3y the year 2020, according to a pian 

Molycorp has submitted to state mining reg
ulators, the company intends to have dou
bled the quantity of mining waste it stores in 
a huge pond just west of the village of Ques
ta. 

The dams impounding the mine tailings — 
the ground-up rock waste from the ore 
milling operation — will have to be raised 45 
feel to accomrtiodate the addition of 80 mil
lion tons of waste on top of roughly 100 mil
lion tons already deposited there, company 
officials say. 

Meanwhile, Molycorp officials say it's pos-
sil)le, albeit unlikely, that the company may 
lesiime digging in an open-pit mine that 

cored out a mountaintop before work was 
halted years ago. The mining operation 
draws ore from deep, underground shafts. 

If the world market for molybdenum — a 
crucial component of steel production — 
justifies a resumption of digging in the open 
pit mine, digging there could ultimately pro
duce another 40 million tons of waste rock 
from the pit. If so, that waste would join 340 
million tons of material already dug out of 
the pit that state and federal regulators say 

Geyza Lorinczi, 
chief geologist 
and environmentai 
manager 
fbr iVtolycorp, 
says the company 
Is iianldng on the 
long-term prospects 
for the mine. 

contributes to water pollution in the area. 
Once disturbed, or naturally exposed to the 
elements, rock material in the area can pro
duce acid when water, including rain, runs 
through it. . 

Although Molycorp has twice stopped and 
then restarted its mining operations here in 
recent years, company officials say they 
now see the long-term prospects for the 

Please see DILEiMIVIA, Page A-6 
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Questa facility as good. 
"We're in it for the long-run," 

said mine manager David Shoe
maker. Counting contractors, he 
said the mine now employs rough
ly 350 people. That's no small 
thing in Taos County where this 
July — the most recent figures 
available — unemployment ran 
12.S percent compared to a state 
average of 6.8 percent. 

The mine and its milling oper
ations produce about 1 million 
pounds of molybdenum disulfide 
each month, which is further 
refined for later industrial use 
as molybdenum. The moly, as it's 
called, sells for about $3.20 a 
pound. 

"We are about to break even, 
right now," said Geyza I. Lor
inczi, chief geologist and envi
ronmental manager at the mine. 
Like Shoemaker, he says Moly
corp, a division of energy and 
minerals giant Unocal, is bank
ing on the long-term prospects of 
its Questa division. 

Molycorp lays out its expan
sion plans in its permit applica
tion to the New Mexico Mining 
and Minerals Division. It is 
working on a parallel application 
for a permit to spell out how it 
intends to deal with closing its 
operations when the mining 
stops, also projected to be in 
about the year 2020. The public 
has until Oct. 2 to comment on 
the operating plan. 

But as the company considers 
its future operations, legal chal
lenges to its compliance with 
environmental regulations 
promise to play perhaps as large 
a role in the mine's future as 
global demand for molybdenum 
itself. 

As an ongoing mine operation, 
the Questa mine is largely 
grandfathered in and thus not 
subject to the most stringent 
state requirements, as new 
mines are. That is not to say, 
however, that Molycorp is off the 
environmental hook. 

Last year, U.S. District Judge 
James Parker dismissed a law
suit that Amigos Bravos, a Taos-
based environmental group, had 
filed against Molycorp itself. 
The judge ruled that he didn't 
have jurisdiction over the case 
— a position that Amigos Bravos 
has appealed. 

Nonetheless, Parker in his rul
ing voiced concern for the state 
of the Red River. "I have serious 
concerns about the alleged cont-

downstream from (Molycorp's) 
operations," the judge wrote. 

."That stretch of river was once 
an excellent trout fishery. For 
whatever reason, it no longer is." 

New Mexico Citizens for Clean 
Air and Water and Amigos Bravos 
last month filed notice that they 
intend to file a lawsuit within 60 
days against the U.S. Environ
mental Protection Agency. The 
groups charge that the federal 
agency has been remiss in not 
holding Molycorp accountable for 
compliance with provisions of the 
federal Clean Water Act over the 
past few decades. 

As evidence, the environmen
tal groups point to a report the 
EPA issued this year by David 
Abshire, its own agency geolo
gist. He concludes that Molycorp 
operations are at least partially 
to blame for water pollution in 
the Red River itself and for 
ground-water pollution around 
the tailings dumps. 

Amigos Bravos calls Abshire's 
report "the smoking gun." The 
group takes it as proof that the 
EPA has neglected its responsibil
ity to hold Molycorp accountable. 

In a recent news release, the 
group stated that the informa
tion in the report could trigger 
retroactive fines for Molycorp 
totalling over $100 million. 

Dennis Slifer, of the New Mexi
co Environment Department, 
wrote a report in 1996 examining 
mine operations. He concluded 
that of the various sources of pol
lution — including septic tanks 
and other sources — acid rock 
drainage was having the greatest 
impact on the Red River. 

"Sources of acid rock drainage 
from the Molycorp mine include 
sulfide material in the waste-rock 
dumps, open pit, underground 
workings and tailings deposits 
near the mill," Slifer wrote. 

Molycorp officials, meanwhile, 
dismiss such criticism. 

"We believe that overall, we do 
not contribute to degradation of 
the Red River," said Lorinczi, the 
company's environmental man
ager. He emphasized that the 
EPA report states that it was 
impossible to tell, based on the 
information available, and the 
complex hydrology, whether the 
source of the contamination is 
the hydrologic scars, or the 
waste rock piles. 

Lorinczi said the company is 
undertaking a comprehensive 
site assessment to examine pos
sible sources of pollution. 

Shoemaker, mine manager, like
wise dismissed the possibility of 
the company's operations hurting 
the Red River. "It can only be a 
positive effect, certainly not neg
ative," he said last week. 

Shoemaker pointed out that 
there are natural scars in the 
steep terrain of the river canyon, 
where raw earth is exposed to 
the elements and could wash into 
the river. "As you can see, there 
are lots of natural scars. We're 
controlling all that," he said. 
"We're controlling runoff into 
the Red River." 

Although state regulators say 
Molycorp has yet to submit a clo
sure plan for how it will deal 
with reclaiming the mine site, 
both Lorinczi, company environ
mental manager, and Anne Wag
ner, environmental coordinator 
for Molycorp, say they don't 
intend to recommend covering 
any of the exposed waste rock 
piles with soil. Neither do they 
intend to recommend that the 
piles be recontoured, they say. 

In recent years, Wagner has 
overseen a program in which 
seedlings and grasses have been 
planted on the perilously steep 
slopes of the waste rock piles 
together with what must be one of 
the world's steepest sprinkler sys
tems. She said the plants are 
growing well and promise to 
establish themselves into a self-
sustaining ecosystem on the piles. 

Nonetheless, Brian Shields, 
executive director of Amigos 
Bravos, dismisses the company's 
planting program as mere win
dow dressing. 

"The only long-term solution is 
really very dramatic restoration 
work," Shields said. He said it 
might take as much as $400 mil
lion to recontour the waste rock 
piles and then cover them up 
with top soil. 

"It's a huge thing, but as far as 
I'm concerned, they've got to 
bite the bullet and do it. Other
wise, we've got a very huge sore 
out there that's going to continue 
for centuries," Shields said. 
"What we're seeing now is only 
the tip of the iceberg. The satu
ration and pollution is going to 
get worse." 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION III 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

SUBJECT: Valley Fills from Mining Operations ^ m « 
DEC 2 0 1997 

FROM: W. Michael McCabe ^/f.jjV/c^ 
Regional Adniinistrator (BKAOO) 

TO: Regional Administrators 
Regions I, II, IV-X 

I wish to share with you a growing concem which we have with a practice taking place in 
the Appalachian coal fields, and which we understand occurs in westem mining areas, and to 
seek your help in addressing it. The problem is the creation of valley fills on headwater streams 
by the disposal of waste rock from surface mining operations and refuse from preparation plants. 
In Region III, these fills occur mostly in steep terrain where there are limited disposal 
altematives, and they permanently eliminate biologically productive headwater streams and 
possibly impact downstream reaches. 

In an effort to deal with this situation, we developed a policy in 1988 with certain 
conditions under which we would not object to state NPDES permits for mining facilities with 
valley fills. An NPDES approach for providing some control on valley fill impacts was 
determined necessary, since the Corps of Engineers required only Nationwide 404 permits for 
these sites. Our 1988 policy includes the following conditions for allowing valley fills: no 
feasible disposal altematives, no downstream impacts on aquatic life, and mitigation which 
provides stream restoration or significant enhancement of aquatic resources in other areas. At 
that time, most valley fills were moderately sized and placed in extreme headwater areas. 

Recently, hovy êver, we have been witnessing aMisturbing trend in West Virginia which 
could cause permanent environmental impacts. Valley fills have been significantly increasing in 
size and stream coverage wdth lengths of over one mile not imcommon. This is primarily due to 
the use of larger excavating machinery and a surface mining practice known as moimtaintop 
removal. In addition to creating extensive valley fills, this practice results in transformations of 
forested hills to rolling grasslands at lower elevations with unknown ecological effects. The 
proliferation ofthe smaller fills over the years may also cause cumulative impacts on 
dovmstream aquatic life and habitat. 
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The mining industry contends that the big valley fills are necessitated by economics, as 
well as terrain limitations. In addition, the industry has been actively pressuring the state of 
West Virginia to significantly reduce mitigation for all valley fills. An argument industry makes 
for less mitigation is inconsistency between EPA Regional Offices in addressing valley fills. 

We are in the process of reassessing our overall approach regarding valley fills and the 
adequacy of our 1988 policy. This reassessment includes considerations of Clean Water Act 
authorities under Sections 402 and 404, possible limits on fill lengths, potential cumulative 
impacts of numerous smaller fills as well as the larger fills, and mitigation requirements for those 
fills which may be allowed. Discussions between our office. Region IV, and the Office of Water 
have recently been initiated to assess the scope of valley fill practices and to compare mitigation 
and other requirements. We are looking forward to expanding these discussions and to include 
other Regional Offices. This matter is very important to Region III and affects both Appalachian 
and westem mining areas. Consistency between Regional Offices would be very beneficial. 

On November 19, 1997, my staff met with representatives from the Office of Surface 
Mining, the Corps of Engineers, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to discuss the 
environmental impacts and potential legal authorities associated with valley fill operations. 
While a consensus was not reached on potential environmental impacts, there was a general 
consensus that the Federal and state authorities do need to make an assessment of valley fill 
operations to ensure that we understand the environmental consequences, are applying our 
review authorities correctly, and are making the appropriate decisions on this type of mining 
activity. The questions being raised in our minds, as well as by the public, about potential 
habitat and ecological changes warrant a collective assessment. We plan to meet again in late 
January 1998 after discussing this matter wdthin our respective agencies. 

I propose that Regions III, IV, V, VIII, IX, X, other concemed Regional Offices, and the 
Office of Water initiate joint discussions on valley fills wdth the goal of working toward an 
environmentally soimd national policy. This would involve both the NPDES and 404 programs. 
I recommend we begin these discussions with a conference call in early January, and would 
greatly appreciate a representative from your office contacting Dan Sweeney of my staffat 
(215) 566-5731 to confirm your office's participation. 

cc: Robert Perciasepe, AA, Office of Water 
Dana Minerva, DAA, Office of Water 
Michael Cook, Director, Office of Wastewater Management 
Water Division Directors, Regions I, II, IV-X 



Molycorp, Inc. 
A Unocal Company 
Questa Division 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 
Telephone: (505) 586-0212 

UNOCAL® 
MOLYCORP 

May 13, 1998 

Mr. Scott Wilson 
Industiial Permits Section, 6W-P1 
U. S. Eavironmeotal Protection Agency 
Region VI 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Re: NPDES Peraut No. NM0022306 - Renewal Application 

Dear Nfr. Wilson: 
. ,;A PPA Reoion VI in Dallas for a few hours dunng 

Molycorp. Inc. and its consultant would bke tom^w^^^^^ ^ ^ ^ ^^^y^,^,, ^ P D E S 

Sincerely, mcereiy, A « \ 

Geyza I. Lorinczi 
Enviromnental Manager 

RECEIVED 
MAY 2 2 1998 

6WQ-PO 



New Mexico Meeting 1/20/98 
1/26/98 

Stan Lancaster (6WQ-EW) and Troy Mil (6WQ-EW) met with David Hogge (NMED), Cari 
Young (IPA) and Willie Lane (IPA) in the morning to discuss the approach NMED was taking in 
developing the States 1998 303(d) list. The following issues came up during the discussion: 

Standards -
Number of streams classified as high quality cold water fishery (HQCWF) that 
need TMDLs may not meet the definition of HQCWF in the water quality 
standards. NMED could use UAA assistance from EPA. 

Site specific criteria for phosphorus and temperature. NMED could use EPA 
assistance. 

An active 319 project will be developing a procedure for determining if siltation is 
impairing a use. EPA and NMED standards should be involved in this process. 

Monitoring-
State needs to develop monitoring strategy that determines if designated uses are 
maintained. NMED staff and IPA's should be able to accomplish this. 

In the afternoon Tm Davis (NMED). Erik Galloway (NMED) and Steve Pierce (NMED) joined 
the discusaon. Jim Davis started the afternoon discussion by stating that he and Ed Kelly would 
be coming to Dallas on February 25,1998, to meet with Bill Hathaway and that they intended to 
talk to Bill about the lack of funds. We agreed that the best approach for the meeting would be to 
work at the staff level to determine if and how much additional funding was needed. The 
following issues came up during the discussion: 

Funding-
There is a possibility that the Sur&ce Water Quality Bureau will lose the 
groundwater 106 fiinds ($ 150,000) to Groundwater Bureau. Surface Water has 
historically used these funds GIS, 305(b) report etc. How can these items be 
fimded in the future? 

Historically NMED has fimded spill response with 319 monies. They have been 
told this can not happen in the future. Is there another way to fimd this? 

How can NMED fund the equipment and additional effort that a monitoring 
strategy will require? 

NMED asked for State funds to fund USGS stations for the collection of water 
quality data. The request was denied. Will EPA fimd this monitoring in the 
future? 
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Created in 1849, the Department of the Interior—America's Department of 
Natural Resources—is concemed with the management, conservation, and develop
ment of the Nation's water, fish, wildlife, mineral, forest, and park and recreational 
resources. I t also has major resptonsibilities for Indian and Territorial affairs. . 

As the Nation's principal conservation agency, the Department works to assure 
that nonrenewable resources are developed and used wisely, that park and recrea
tional resources are conseirved for the future, and that renevyable resources make their 
full contribution to the progress, prosperity, and security of the United'States—now 
and in the future. 

U N I T E D STATES D E P A R T M E N T O F T H E I N T E R I O R 
STEWART L . UDALL, Secretary 

BUREAU OF MINES 
WALTER R. HIBBARD, JR., Director 

This publication has been cataloged as follows: 

Thrush, Paul W. comp. 
A dictionary of mir.l.ng, mineral, and related teims, 

compiled and edited by Paul W. Thrush and the Staff of 
the Bureau of Mines. [Washington] U.S. Dept. of the In
terior, Bureau of Mines [1968]. 

1269 p. (U.S. Bureau of Mines. Special publication.) 
Includes about 55,000 individual term entries with 

about 150,000 definitions under these terms. 
1. Mineral industries—Diet. 2. Mining engineering— 

Diet. I. Title. (Series.) 
TN9.T53 622.03 
U.S. Dept. of the Int. Library. 

For sale by the Superintendent of Documenta, U.S. Govemment Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402 - Price $8.50 
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sure. Crispin, f. An open 
nal or permanent expan-
1 furnace construction. 
Staff. 
ler a. bend like the let

ter U or a coil in a line of pipe to pro
vide for expansion or contraction. Fay. 

expansion plug. Various devices that may be 
lowered into a borehole and mechanically 
expanded to tightly seal or plug the bore
hole at any predetermined point. Com
pare defecting plug. Long. 

expansion reamer. Synonym for underream-
er. Long. 

expansion ring. A hoop or ring of U-sec-
tion used to join lengths of pipe so as to 
permit of expansion. Fay. 

expansion rollers. Rollers fitted to one end 
of a bridge to allow for expansion and 
contraction due to change of tempera
ture, the other end of the bridge being 
fixed. Ham. 

expansion rule. Special rule used in making 
molds for silica brick to correct for burn
ing expansion. Bureau of Mines Staff. 

expansion spalling. Spatting due to perma
nent growth of the fire face. Bureau of 
Mines Staff. 

expansion tampinf \ term used in quarry
ing when the f" il h^i" above the po\%-
der charge is fil 'd for several inches with 
hay, tow, or the like, followed by several 
inches of clay lightly tamped and finally 
by well-packed stemming. Fay. 

expansive clay. A clay containing a sub
stantial amount of montmorillonite, and 
whose tendency to expand depends largely 
upon the percentage of this clay which it 
contains. Carson, 2, p. 90. 

ex parte. Partisan; evidence from one side 
only. Pryor, 3. 

expected tonnage. The calculated tonnage 
of recoverable ore -in the mine. Lewis, p. 
519. 

expending beach. A beach formed with the 
chief aim of absorbing wave energy. Ham. 

experimental beryllium oxide reactor. Used 
to test fuel elements, it is intermediate 
step toward development of a propulsion 
system using a gas-cooled atomic reactor. 
Abbreviation, ebor. Hy. 

experimental face; trial face. A normal long-
wall face on which new machines, such 
as a cutter loader, may be put to work 
to gain experience and perhaps improved. 
Such trials may disclose weaknesses and 
they would also indicate the best support 
system, turnover and other operating fac
tors. See also standby face. Nelson. 

expert. One who has acquired special skill 
in or knowledge of a particular subject 
through professional training or practical 
experience; a specialist. Webster 3d. Often' 
applied to a mining engineer, as a min
ing expert. Fay. 

explode, a. To undergo rapid combustion 
with sudden release of energy in the form 
of heat that causes violent expansion of 
the gases formed and consequent produc
tion of great disruptive pressure and a 
loud noise; as, dynamite explodes. Wc6-
ster 3d. b. To burst violently as a result 
of pressure from within; as, a steam boiler 
may explode. Webster 3d. 

exploder, a. A cap or fulminating cartridge, 
placed in a charge of gunpowder or other 
explosive, and exploded by electricity or 
by a fuse. Also called detonator. Fay. b. 
Electric shot-firing apparatus specially de
signed to provide a source of electric en
ergy of sufficient power to fire electric 
detonators. Each type of exploder is de
signed to fire a specific number of shots 
in series, and exploders are rated accord
ingly, for example, single-shot exploders, 
30-shot exploders, and 100-shot exploders. 

McAdam I I , p. 62. c. A small hand ma
chine for supplying the electric current for 
firing shots in mines and quarries. In Great 
Britain, exploders are of two general 
types: (1) exploders which contain no 
form of stored electrical energy, but gen
erate the ci-rrent by means of a dynamo; 

•and (2) e>;5loders in which a capa-' •' 
previously charged "jither by a battery OJ 
a dynamo contained in the exploder, sup
plies the current for discharge into the 
shot-firing circuit. Also called battery; 
blasting machine. See also Beethoven ex
ploder; dynamo exploder; Little Demon 
exploder; M.E. 6 exploder. Nelson, d. A 
chemical employed for the instantaneous 
explosion of powder. Zern. 

exploit a. To make complete use of; to 
utilize. Fay. b. To research or to experi
ment; to explore. Fay. c. To employ or to 
utilize selfishly, without regard to right 
or justice. Fay. d. Excavate in such a 
manner as to utilize material in a par
ticular vein or layer, and waste or avoid 
surrounding material. Nichols, e. To turn 
a natural resource to economic account. 
For example, to exploit a mineral deposit. 
Webster 3d. 

exploitation, a. The process of winning or 
producing from the earth the oil, gas, 
minerals, or rocks which have been found 
as the result of exploration. A.G.I, b. The 
extraction and utilization of ore. Pay. 

exploration, a. The search for coal, mineral, 
or ore by (1) geological surveys; (2) geo
physical prospecting (may be groand, 
aerial, or botli) ; (3) boreholes and trial 
pits; or (4) surface or underground head-
mgs, drifts, or tunnels. Exploration aims 
at locating the presence of economic de
posits and establishing their nature, shape, 
and grade and the investigation may be 
divided into (1) preliminary and__(2) 
-ftnai:—.gflff nhn pVpliminqry e x p l m ^ i p i ) . 
Also called prospecting. Nelson, b. Work 
involved in gaining a knowledge of the 
size, shape, position, and value of an ore 
body. Lewif, p. 20. c. A mode of acquir
ing rights to mining claims. Fay. 

exploration company. A prospecting and de
velopment syndicate, with large financial 
resources that enable it to maintain a con
siderable staff and carry on simultaneous 
operations in many fields. Hoov, p . 253. 

exploration drilling. Drilling boreholes by 
the rotary, diamond, percussive, or any 
other method of drilling for geologic in
formation or in search of a mineral deposit. 
' " I g -

exploration syndicate. A syndicate made up 
of a group of people who organize for the 
purpose of engaging an intelligent pros
pector or young engineer-geologist, out
fitting him with transportation and sam
pling equipment, and sending him to the 
mining districts to prospect and to investi
gate likely claims. Hoov, pp. 252-253. 

exploratory drift. A drift that is driven in 
an ore deposit for the purpose of explor
ing the deposit both horizontally and ver
tically to see whether or not it will be 
worth working. Stoces, u. I, p . 70. 

exploratory drilling. The putting down of 
boreholes from the surface or from under
ground workings, to seek and locate coal 
or mineral deposits and to establish geo
logical structure. Exploratory drilling is 
frequently done from underground work
ings, the holes being drilled upwards, 
horizontally or downwards as required. For 
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CirelBniwBv. Adnmutrator 
EilVUlUMIMIItHl PiutflCUlMi A^tBCy 

40IMStfeot 
WMhiBBtoa,D.C^04«0 

Gfog Cook, RagioiHl Adminntntor, Bigion VI 
U.S. EBvironflttBtu Pntocdoft Annoy 
144SRoiiAvowo 
Suite 1200 
DiUai. Tcni 7920^-2733 

Bur Mnlymni Tno., WPPffiiPinit Nh NM00223M 

D « r Ml, Bipwiur u d Mr. Cook: 
I 

A. <ft.i>Av Nfmrf t <w iwncwT urt .<mB w i n ITAILTTHE tfiF T H E 
AttamianuTOBTQ mamuM A wcm-PWfUKnoNABY 
m r y m m uns a juM WATTO ACT* -
Our |bB nproienti Amigoi Bnvoi (Ô o Brim SUdds, ProBnm Dnvetor, 

P.O. Hoc 2as, IMS, 14M 87S71 (toL 905«7S8-3874)X ind Now Mesdco Qtlscai 
fbr Cloifl Al̂  and Wot«r<c/o Or. Join Botlit. Stitt Chainun, 113 Monta Ray 
Driven LOB Alanoi,NM87S44(td.5D3-672-9793). IMalattarifltopitTvidethe 
BPA whh notice of iotott of Afloj^ Bx«voo n d Nevv Modeo Citixan fiv Cte^ 
Air iud Water to file a drtxeru' wit agaioat 0» BPA punuint to lacdon 50S(t)C2) 
ofOieOoaa Wator Act (-CWA"), 33 U.S.C. S l36S(a)(2).' ThoEPAfaaiftttedto 

. putfbrm tha Mlffiidag MiHilaaradonaty dntiai: 

L riOiuiT te ftol^Uih t to piwhintt of yBptrwhtBl PrilBOati 

Molyeorp, Zac ( t^yoarp") , o^m aod eparaiai «'^^'liyltdaBua BUM in 

lOOapgyBMMuNMr 
iMMiMf TM(h HM HMh 



AUG. 14.1998 5;UPM C&M LLP • • • • 

Carol BrawDcr, A d a n s m t o r 
Au9Ut4,l998 
K a y 2 

thaRfldRiv«rvaIliyeaitofQue3ta,N«wMaleQ. TboRadRivariaanavigBble 
water vMch il triiwtiiy to dtt lUo Oiande llhw. b apptownanly IM^^ 
KfeiyoeipbegBoopaBFitBiBingopaniionBtttlmDuaaita IB tiso coune of opoo 
pit RUBiiig ofMBaDoitt, Molycoip raaovod approrinaiaiy 338 ndlUoii teas of wuto* 
reck. Molycoip plaoed tha waste rode istodx pilea tttliB nine lite: 

tweaty-abt tool of wWB mdc in tha upper pflrtioB oFQapufin Canyon. 
• 

a rw>«tt>mfvi«Ayrvi^ifl»iAfl«AW,.teitodrWto. MrthMw 
placed appreidDulaiy 25 t o u of watle rook is the upper poitiin of Ooathifi Oulefc. 

C. i^'giT î hiliBp ^**^ W**ln ^ I W I F ^ * * I M o l ^ m i p pbflod oppfOiQBiitaty 
flftydvea to rn of wai ia rack in ao unidcBtified d d e ooiiynn o a tho north side of 
tfaaRadlUver. 

D. SH8ffaBdf.Wfflr.WnBrHflrJffflB Motyaapphwdapprwdminly 
tbhty<one tons of worn fodc in an uridaitttfad wla oaayon. on the north dda of tha 
RedRiw. 

B. M"'"rVfiffrHnfikP*i8 l«Mye«PPiaoaiwn>tiBU^yA)ny-<>x 
tons of waste reck h) an uoldvdfied vda eaoyoa tha north aide of the Rad Riyr. 

P. Swtoiir i Suphur fiiiteh W m Rntk Pte Mslyooip placed 
•ppurainwaly 111 tons of waito fodc in Spffag lod Sutphnr Gttlehaa^ 

TiMe WMO lock pilai Qovnr apptoxfasttly 500 wiftoe n r e i with 
hundndsofftetoftUawaiteiMknalaiaL ItepnobadataofamplBoeoMnor 
the waste rode pUei aie not available to, our cUarts. However, our diwtiaUaQe 
that Molyoofp plaead tha pilaa becwaaa 1965 lod the pieaAt, and (hat the 
vloiatiomaedeadheniBbog^aadhaveceBtiauaddttinsthii period. Water 
movei through the waiie rack pilaa end laadwi addi. hsnvy small, aad other 
poUutams 080 ground waler in the iqutttanbeaaMh the pUei. The grixwd water 
dlBchaiBM through the aquifhti Wow the waite look pilBi to apringi and aeapi at 
thoRadRiver. Our dieuicomeod that the enevadoa aad dlipoadactlvhiei, aod 
raauldng waate rack dumpi, a n the •ignitam cnsa ftr the inenaia In mauda 
coBGcntrBrioBs and other poUutaota in tha Red River thnaigb a gnmnd water 
IqNbDlogiGd coonedon to seepa ilai« the bank of the Red R iw . 
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Carai Browner. AdmiDirtrBtar 
August 4,1998 
Page) 

All of the abovO data fau been eoBdmed by the EPA, Region 6, ia a repoit 
athlcd ""Report on Ifydnstoglcd ConnedioB AaaCKBlited with Molyoorp Mining 
Aatvily.QuBl^,NewMexieo,^datedFdllUifyl3.'1998(the'*EPARBpolO. A 
true aad comet copy of the EPARcpoit IB baiog fbrwarded along with thb letter. 
SOBW of fhe flndiqgifliade in tha EPA Report are u fbltowa: 

' • . • • 

A. Thedt jeBdveof theEPARepoi twuiodataUethe 'uuicef t r tbe 
asidiG; Ugh oteid seepa (gtouad wafer m n « geittly fioB the adQ 
HiverbankandtodetarBnneifiugdatdftwmimtarionatiiUto»bit>flietea 
ground water or niftoe water hydrtrfogicd cooneetton betumn the souroe and 
aeep diiehuge to the river. BPA Rqwrt, page I. 

B. The New ModeoBBVinaneBiDepiitneat (NMED) coaaUors the 
addic h ^ a a n l se^M. which ead« wUdn the Melyeoip ndaa boundaiy, tha 
principal eniiefiymetdiload&ig to this ICUIL BPA Report, paga 1. 

C. The most aJgrificawt w a y qudfty dngradatinw oceurs wfthb the middle 
reach of the Red River fiom Queata to the town of Rod River wfaidi Gootaiea tBe 
Molyoorp mine aad noat of the nujor lear iieai. EPA Report, page 12. 

Dl Seeps v e ooniidend the pdnaiy end ouHt iBceaHnt leuiee for aMals 
loading to the Red River. Coibequanly, naddMood hidcator of soniee location 
is that the greater pereeniage of and no i t active addih, idgb metd seep* odst In 
the viddey ofthe Moiycotpinnm. Therdbre. Red R l v r water ^{uaUty^*^*^ 
seep ioeitioiif hdieaie the source to be withfai the geaerd'area of the Molyeoip 

ipraperty. EPARepOrt, page 13. 

& LeadiBteaBalyds conducted by NMED rovededdto Average maid 
concentrations virera 9 » e e r in Molyeoip'e waste itMk dunips leadute than in the 
leachate ftom eredond icar ieaohaie. EPA Report, page .16. 

.̂  P^ The uoeonsdldited waste lock dumps undodrtahly allow ^nater 
ioffitrstioa isles than the e « n coBiolIdated natiiid soila or erodond Bcara. 
Tlierefore, the wnMe reck dump! ihould heve greater odd genentlon poieniiel, 
stonge eapadty. metals tzmipert capabiUty, and oonsaquanriy, ffoatermshaiie to 

' the undflHyinga4uifonithaBaodend Kara. BPARqMrt, paga 17. 

O. The UBBonaoUdatedwatfe rock dus^insierid appears to de l iw 
greater conoeatretioBs of dtesdved melals to the 9ound water than the 
consolidated wodood scars. BPA Report, page 25. 
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K "^nieKRXBS Prat^smregdatea point souroes. NPDES regulationB 
(40 C.F.R. (1212) defttt pdnt aouite as 'any diaberdble. ooufhed, snd discreet 
coBveyeaee^tedudbQbutaorimntedto, my pipOi ditch, ckeand, tuned, conduit, 
wdl, discnie fis8um,.'..from wUdi poOutsets are or may be dischuBCd... * A 
^I f l f imf nttrf ipiMiiii^ ff-t^y hydiyiliigleal iwmiiirtlt in ^ | t r * i » f natirra and 

«wiil»ii. Mil iilMr.^ ^wtif.y^w^'' EPA Report, pege ill. (Eidphads added). 

t The BPA Report cOadodad,"[V]erifioation haa bean adoquatdy 
estatdlsbed to support a ground water hydidb^ed oonaection between the two 
souieev [natural^ occontng eradond scan aad the Molycoip waste rock dompsl 
aad the Red River SBiydiadiarge.' EPA Repoit at page 27. 

Tha EPA iyoed NPDBS Peindt KO. MMS022306 to Molycorp m 
Sqnenibcir of 1993. Ildfrpendt oipires on October 14,1998. The point doea 
art authoiize the <Biddffge9 from Moiy6Up''a waste rock dumps which are 
deiertbed above. 

l|poo bdbnaatioit aad belief Molycoip made appUcadon Ar the raaewd of 
Pontt No. NM0032306 fai Apil of 1998. but ftiled to indude tlie disdiarges ftom 
the waat^radcdttOQib this epplieation. Iliawever, latheienewdapptteatiaa, 
Melyeoip leduded a Secdon m entitled "The Qean Water Act, Status of the Rad 
River Orauad Wate[ SeepageZonas^ ("Secdoa HT), whidi ia indimt'eenfllci 
witli thaEPA Report, wUcfa is datedPObiuary 13,1998. at least tsyo months piiOT 
to Motycoip'ssubednd ofits renewdappiteadon. TKuthrt^Mofyeofphmfthat 
EPA 'spotMcn m i emvvy lo ihapo^ttm mifarih In SeeOm Ulat lht timt tkt 
ftatwaiqpfHeaitaiWmaAmitluL 

Io BUBBBaiy, tiw EPA Report oooofaides (a) that dachaxgee ihmi 
Molycoip's wajBo rodt dumps aie bydrdegiedly conneoted to the sevagoi into 
the Red Rivor, (b) that the seepaBea ara the primaiy aad most ineesseiil souree ibr 
metds.loadbgto die Red River. (c)that the waste rode dump materid dehveia 
gregter conoatrBlions of diaaolved netds to the ground water than the 
eonwUdaied eredoad lean; Bnd(4 tftat adoeumemad ground wettrhydrologicd 
eoimeetlonbeiwnB a louiMwdBurfhce water didiargeia a point souroe. Baaed 
upon BPA'i own flndinga and coadudona, Molycoip's WBBte roek duanp 
dliehaiges are uapcndtted point source disdiaigei. Thttdbro, our cUms 
eonicodthai MoJJrcQipMa violated, and ooathiues to violace, Soedon 301(a) ofthe 
Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. §13n(a), by not olitdBiiig a pnait Ibr the waste 
foek dlsGharges doKribed Karda. as wd) u in the BPA Report, purwam to 

'• . • - 4 
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Carol Browner, Atefadsmior 
Augusts. 1998 
Page 5 

Seetian 402 tf tho Gem Water Aet, 33 U.S.C. }I342. This is a violadon of wUch 
the EPA iaiwnra,ia aet fbnhta the EPA Report. ' , ' 
' • .. . ' 

t t e d t i a B suit pnividona of the Gtam Water A d dlow citizens to sue (he . 
Adndmsflrator of the EPA when thwe is sa alleged "Ubue of the Adffiiaistrator to 
perfbnBaayaetorduty...wlriehianetdiserBlioearywiditheAdnunislntor'' 33 
U.S.C. 81365(e)(2). TheBRAhaaaiwedberadsnvy^Ar^toprohlbittbe 
disohaigeofuBpaAltledpoihitaats. Vfltim' ^ ^ ^ ^ f(MJ^wttmi v tfinflii <M 
F. Sqip 1539 (EDJN.C. 198S); 33 U.&C. 91319. Aa deambed'heraifl, the 
diacharga of jwDutms ftom Motycoip's wede rack dumps a n unptttrnned. The ' 

, EPA huftUod to prohibit Mdyoorp flwdisefaaiging these unpenmtted . 
polhztaau^ a aituatloa Of which the BPA ia ftJly ewaiis.: "Aia ia a noodlseretf oaary 
duty oa the part of the SPA. 

• . • . 

0. Ediwi tt Imn Hwfcn nf VidillQR 

33'u.S.C 1319(1) r t^u in t the Adadaienasor to Issue aodoes of violetioos 
cfduraaaaWettf Aet t^oadkebasia ofaeyiitftaBadoa available to faha to ' 
violatofi o f t pennklaaiedhy a Stsseutdsea approved pemdtpragrsin. 33 
U.S.C 1342(3) providea that the pemdtpfOBnaaaoffheAdmieistntor shall be 
subject to the same tenns, ceadMoas. aad nfifaemeata aa apply to a State pennit 
prognun aad pendtaisiudfthereimder. Tte idbn, dm AdosbUliitor diaO also 
Issue notfces of vloiadons of the Clean Weler Aot to holders of pinaha Issued 
under a pemet peognm tf the Adfludittiiori 

Jhis dtt^ taissDonotlcea tfvJolatioM Is nef dlaoeiioaaiy.' The statute 
apedfiwly Btetesthet. '^I^hcodves; onthe'bada tfaey httematioa available to 
Um, the Adadnistritor flads'iiud A person {sis violedoa tf aqy cdndWon or 
liniiedon..., he jAoff proceed uader Us aalhority ia pangraph (3) tf tiilB 
sobieetionerAe staff »ntj^r/M/)«rjen^a^gedVril0^orL..^jMrt 33 
U.S.C. i3l9(aKl). Case law huiecogdaed that tlris duty to mdoe notification tf 
violBtionaisnoodlecredeBaiy. Thardbn^ tfm EPA hiu filled to perlbrm the 
oondisoredonary duty tf Issuing nodce to Molycorp tf the violadona tf the Geea 
Water Aet resuUag fiom d u IQegd disehaiBee tfpoihttata kdo lhe Red Rivv, as 
described herein. • 

OL w-flii** «* a<Nn*.i>, • ^—rtf 
0 , 1 

Case law has hdd thd when an cotton ielBegdabsemaaagBBey-issued 
pemit, fhffEPA has a mandatoiy duty to.act promptly upon lioeaae appUoedOM. 
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Card Browner. Adaddsimer 
Aug|i^4,1998 . 
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BecBBse NpDBS pemdts are ileeasei nqdred by law, it h u been fbuad to be 
maeddoiy that the EPA praoptiy proeesa sueh permits. 

IB the pnscat cassk the aedoo tfMolyooip fisdttiging into the Red River 
fiom the weale radi d iu r^ il illagd ptgsusnt to 33 US.C. 1311(a). If the BPA 
huAin1adato1ydutytopr9ae1sliean1eiVpfieetiDnsinadBi8tfoatfthlatype.it 
(bUowe that d u EPA also has a mandatory duty to preeaptfy require a pennit for 
iilesel tflMhargea.'b is UlegiGd to say tfBA dm EPA has a ottodatoiy d u 9 to . 
proems Hcenwappiicdioas Ibr aagddJsdtargsa. when n d if tf>e violator mdaa 
applicatioa, yet has no mandatmy doty tt^ nqdM a psmit fer IQegd disduvges 
thai dM viofador ra&iaes te itpert. 

I V . rtmeJAafmitk 

If tfm coadkioes qaudag the shove vkdatfoas are not corrected witfun 60 
diye so thm dmn la no rassondUe likdihood tfttt tfny win reeur, OM uadeidvied 
latcad to file suit as provided b tbe CtaeWeter Aet.. 

The naoEB, addressee, and phoBe.Bambera on the persona giving cmtf CO tf 
intern to sue sre: 

Aedgos Breves 
e/o Briaa SUdds, Pragtem Dbeoar 
P.O.BoxZlB, . 
Taes,NM87S71 , 
(Id. SOS-758-3874) 

New M « ( ^ CUiens fitf Qeen Air end Water 
d o Dr. JobnBaitilt, Stda Chdnaaa 

' lUMoateReyDiivo 
UsAlsooa.NM87S44 
(td. 505-672:9792). 

. Couttsdhardtia parties giving nodce ia: 

QtovoBumett 
WeemmSavironnBotd U w Center 
P.O.B0KISO7 
Ties.NM 
(Td. SOS-791-0351) 

"FT 
.w*. 11 mm rVii r M 

http://huAin1adato1ydutytopr9ae1sliean1eiVpfieetiDnsinadBi8tfoatfthlatype.it
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Caiel Broumer, AdiBldsiiitor 
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a. MomrrptwTitBMiWATinttOFteMn: 
Tke daaa Watv Aet dao providee thtt rn NPDBS permit mqf be 

nRdr/h4 revoked aad leisiued, or M t e e a d by tfm Dtaector or l ^ r s f b c d e / 
drr)> msmmediMfnei fitf aay tf the leaieaa sd flir& ia 40 C.F.R:. 8122.62 or 
812164. 40 C.PJL §124.5(0). FOr puipeaastfCFJR. pert 124, tfie tana 
nsiraBtoi^nMaa the Stale OInettr or RaqioBdAdmldiintor. 40 CP.R. 8124.1 
n i s pcfdea tf dds letter ia a (bnial raqoaei ta tfke Begbmd Admlaiitreior 
for temlBatfeB art allenaalivdy, eMdHteatlod tf Md!peerp*B pendi ; 

40CJFJC8122.dA(s^)providesd«tApvaita^beswMtam»dlftf» 
pendttoe 9ds in Bl eppBeetfba or duitag the penmt isauaaae piooen to diadoae 
fidly dl idevtttt ftOB, or if tfm RsreBtlee naanpieaeBts aay rdevaat ftcts d eey 
Ume. ItiaObdoqalhmMo^iceipBtfBiepieeemeiltoawhmiitsubBdttBdtopennit 
iwiewdsppttcatfea hi April tf 1998. l i e BPA Report; which ̂ MspnbBdmd prior 
to tfm April ihmisdeft dim, wudiieeiiyteeoaflletwitfigeettenllltf / 
Mdyooip'aappllcaliea hidyoorpwufunedmi the diieharg^ ftom tfae waste 
n d c dmaps w«e pd t t souree dlsehsigaa; yat they ftiled to eak tfie EPA to, pendt 
tfmaediadiaiges la tfm ivmwd process. Pbrlblinaaoa,Mo%eoip'acBrtirepeRmt 
shouUbelmaiBaled. 

. * ' '• • 
. Idtfm«liera«h«b40CFJLB122.62(e)CZ)providestfidapeRdtmBybe 

awdtMlftheDkeetorreeeivee new hdbnuadon which waa not awdHMed tfm 
fime tf the pennii laaiaaee d d widch wouU havo Juidfled tfm appOoatfeo tf 
dJflbeapenBllcoaAtfosBiithedmetflBBUBaoa As the'time tfMd^yooqp'e last 
pemit rsDcwdl, dtoBPARapon Wii oot evdhUe. TMa Report, titectfbra, 
oonrtimtes *imw inteasaliak''^dadi wee BBt anrifldde SI tfm tfme of iswanee tf 
MoiyQoqp*spiBradl. 

I 

la addilioa, oa or about Mey 16k 1997, tMa oflbs wioti a loner to Mr. 
Sam Coteemn, Okeetor tf the Coaa^Dasee Aaanaee and Baflinanatt Oivi^ae tf' 
the EPA, requeatfag the EPA to redbw thoMoiyco^ mattor in order to d n n d D e 
whedmr the igeaqr dmuld bdtfate mfiblMmad Bdiea or e fiocad NPDBS 
peradtdagpraceMftrtfmv^tfteraekdumpa. Along Widi tfdiieiMir. thie eOoe 
fiwwaided, reports piepared hy BovapSueHii, h e . dusiiiWdliiig thdr hiwsdgatioD 
tf the Molycoip ntae die aad the wests redtdmapi. Tteae findings coidhnmd 
thu tlm vnne rock diunps ̂ ach«ge pdhitBom. into dm arauod ^WBtar ead that 
tfmra is a dbeet hydrdegied cammedon between tfm graund water end UM Red 
River. ThnefiBtdnv wen diresdy on pohnwItfHhe EPA Report. Tti»,too,' 
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•Cud Browner, Admkdatntor 
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oeastihieBd new infbTmitionjustfyng modSoadon tf Molycoip's pnmiL 
» 

In additfoB. 40 C.FJL 8122.62 pravidea that A permit may be i i M d ( ^ ^ o 
Gonem tedmied mistaloSk sudi as orera hi cdeidilloi^ or midpdarr 
intvpftiatlonT^hni luodt in drtn^fiiiidK^pBmii txtnHtioB. 40C.FA. 
8122.d2<aX1S). (emphads added). Wtav Mdyonp'a permit waa issued, ead diOD 
renewed hi 1993, das EPA nnatdrndyftikd to view Ike diiehaiBea fiom tfm waste 
rock dumps as peittJOurcedisefaaigeB. Uia now hidlspuiahle that these 
disehifgBs aie pofait souieea. aCfiEPARepoit Thsiefers^Mobibarp's pemit 
flhfllDA BA IBClEBBflB BflBIW*8eWittiif 

For tfm rnsoaisdfiiRhhennvMolyeorp'a NPDBS pendt Should be ' 
teradaaied, er in die dtcnidhw, modfieii to iodttde die iBcgd dlschaiges ftom the 
westeiodcdumpi lhe EPA Is aware ofthnraillepddiBdiaiBBs aad they diould 
not be aUowed 10 oeedauA 

AL LAW CENTER 

T a o a . N M I d 6 c o 87571 
(305)751^51 ' 

Attonmys fbr Aolgos Bnvoe aad 
New Mmdeo Chiasna ibr Oaas Air aad>Water 
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OobyoerdflediHdl: 

CTCotpondoa 
Re^leuesd A ^ m flir MOlyqoip^ lac. 
119 Best Msrey Street 
SsmaPOiNewMddeo 87SQI 

Amanda Adtfbid, Esq. 
AddbrdftThoema . 
P.O.Bn220S 
Albuquanjue^NewMenco 87103' 

SUddhlang 
sLeodssaaee Oeoe 
Two ^teth Cflinl Aveeim. 

.Ptmema; Ariaona 8750044391 

A m d R e o o 
Attcney Gmmcdtf dkeUdled Stales 
USLOepartmaedtfluitfca . 
W a d d l « ^ O . C . 20460 

Pete hfigpori^ Seuetary 

P.O;BOK 26110 
SmaaFaNewBtadeo 87502 



AMIGOS 

BRAVOS 

F r i e n d s of the Wild R i v e r s , 

July 28, 1998 ~ ' 

Scotf Wilson ^ 
Permits Branch (NPDES) 
US Environmental Protection Agency—Region 6 
1445 Ross Ave. 
Dallas, TX;75202-2733 

Re: Additional Information Regarding NPDES Pemiit No. NM0022306-Molvcorp. Inc. 

Dear Mr. Wilson, 

As you know, Amigos. Bravos has been tracking Molycorp regulatory proceedings and related 
issues for several years. And you are aware of our contention that Molycorp's waste rock piles 
should fall under the NPDES Permit program and be includecj in the current NPDES pemiit 
renewal process (a contention which EPA affirmed in the February 13,1998 report by David 
Abshire). ' , 

In addition to that issue, we are also concemed with continued seepage of contaminated 
groundwater into the Red River beyond a "Seepage Interception Barrier" at the tailings area, in 
clear violation of a February 26, 1997 ^inal Order from the New Mexico Environment 
Department and, we believe, in violation of the Clean Water Act as illegal discharges into the 
river.' 

NMED is responsible for controlling groundwater contamination, but once it begins to affect the 
riyer it becomes a CWA issue that shoiild be addressed by EPA under the NPDES Permit 
program. We request that EPA take immediate action to force Molycorp to cease this-illegal and 
unregulated discharge, eVen if that means ceasing'all tailings pumping until the situation can be 
permanently remedied. 

The enclosed documents will provide more detailed information. Thank you for your prompt 
attention and response to this issue. -

Sincerely, i ' -

Ernest Atencio \ 
Projects Director 

cc: Vicki Minor, Westem Environmental Law Center 

PO BOX 238 • TAOS, NEW MEXICO 87571 
T. 505-758-3874 • E 505-758-7345 

email: bravos@taos.newmex.com 

mailto:bravos@taos.newmex.com
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BRAVOS A--'. 

Friends of the Wild Rivers 

- July 6,1998 

Marcy Leavitt, Chief 
Groundwater Protection & Remediation Bureau 
New Mexico Environment Department 
PO Box 26110 
Santa Fe.NM 87502 . ' / • 

' - . • 

RE: APnFNniTM TO COMMENTS ON SEF,PAGE-RELATED f.SijiUES IDENTmED i 
DURING REVIEWOFMOLYCORP'S TAn.INGS AREA GROUNDWATER 
DISCHARGE PLAN—DP.933 ., 

I • • , 

Dear Ms. Leavitt, • ' 

This letter is an addendum to comments mailed to your office on July 3, 1998. Considering the 
fact that Molycorp's seepage beyond the Seepage Interception Barrier continues to exceed New 
Mexico Water Quality Control Commission standards, in clear violation ofthe Final .Order 
signed on February 26, 1997, we request that Molycorp immediately cease pumping tailings into 
its tailings storage facility until this problem can be permanently remedied. 

Sincerely, 

Ernest Atencio 

\ / 

PC BOX 238 • TAOS, NEW MEXICO 87571 
T. 505-758^3874 • E 505-758-7345 

email: bravos@taos.newmex.com 

mailto:bravos@taos.newmex.com
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*. J. 

Frien.ds of the Wild Rivers 

Julys, 1998 / . ' 

Marcy Leavitt, Chief 
Groundwater Protection & Remediation Bureau 
New Mexico Environment Department 
PO Box 26110 
Santa Fe, NM 87502 ' . ' 

RE: COMMENTS ON SEEPAGE-RKLATED ISSUES IDENTIFIED DURING REVIEW 
OF MOLYCORP'S TAILINGS AREA GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE PLAN—DP-933 

Dear Ms. Leavitt, 

Enclosed are detailed comments from Amigos Bravos regarding Molycorp, Inc.'s Groundwater 
Discharge Plan, DP-933, Revised Closure Plan. As you will read, we have identified many 
significant problems, inconsistencies and shortcomings with Molycorp's presentation and 
analysis of gTQundwater quality d^ta. 

In particular, we have focused on seepage beyond Molycorp's Seepage Interception System, 
which continues to exceed New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission standards well more 
than a year after the Final Order requiring specific abatement and remediation measures was 
signed by New Mexico Secretary of Environment Mark Weidler. 

We are also very concemed about Molycorp's proposed 9'' coyer over the tailings, which, 
according to mine reclamation experts and members of your staff, is woefully inadequate to 
provide a viable growth mediurn for native plants or a barrier against infiltration of water into the 
tailings. We request that the Groundwater Bureau conduct a thorough independent analysis ofthe 
cover issue to determine the optimal cover thickness, and enforce compliance with that 
determination. | 

We understand that the July 1, 1998 deadline in the Final Order for finalizing the adjusted 
financial assurance mechanism is not realistic, given the fact that comments such as ours have 
not yet been considered in the determination ofthe amoimt of that assurance. In the mean time, 
Molycorp's interim financial assurance instrument in the amount of $4:24 million should remain 
in place. We appreciate this opportunity to provide these cbmments and hope that they are useful 
in finalizing the DP-933 Closure PJan. Please contact me or Paul Robinson (505-262-1862) if 
you have.any questions. 

Sincerely, / /, ^ • 

, 'Pp A—̂  
Ernest Atencio 

PO BOX 238 • TAOS, NEW MEXICO 87571 
T. 505-758-3874 • E 505-758-7345 

email: bravos@taos.newmex.com 

mailto:bravos@taos.newmex.com
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RE: COMMENTS ON SEEPAGE-RELATED ISSUES IDENTIFIED DURING REVIEW 
OF MOLYCORP'S TAILINGS AREA GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE PLAN—DP-933 

(Comments prepared on behalf of Amigos Bravos by Paul Robinson, Research Director, 
Southwest Research and Information Center, PO Box 4524, Albuquerque, NM 87106; phone 
505-262-1862/fax 505-262-1864.) 

I. A. Seepage from the Molycorp tailings site exceeds New Mexico Water Quality Control 
Commission (NMWQCC) standards and continues to exceed those standards more than one year 
after issuance of the DP-933 Final Order, without identification of a proposed action by 
Molycorp to effectively abate the contamination being presented for NMED approval. 

1. Seepage continues to flow downgradient and past the extraction wells and collection trenches 
in the Seepage Interception System (SIS) with only slight reduction in sulfate and Total 
Dissolved Solids (TDS) levels identified prior to the "expanded SIS" currently in place. Indeed, 
an increase in sulfate and TDS was detected at MW-1 between 1/97 and 4/98. The other 
downgradient monitoring well—MW-3—shows only slight decrease and continuing exceedence 
of NMWQCC standards, as indicated at figs. 3-15a to 3-15c in the Report. 

2. The seepage occurring downgradient of the Molycorp tailings dam has persisted since the first 
days of operation, and much earlier than the May 1993 date which is the earliest presented in 
figs. 3-15a to 3-15c. Molycorp's failure to effectively contain and abate this contamination 
during the past two decades has resulted in extensive seepage beyond the SIS. Molycorp has not 
provided monitoring data for the areas of the groundwater plume downgradient of their property, 
nor incorporated historical data from those wells into their DP-933 Report. 

3. Ground water contamination due to tailings seepage downgradient of the SIS is the focus of 
section 1 .d.3 of the Final Order which says: 

"Molycorp will re-evaluate the seepage collection and extraction system after a period of 
one year. If seepage is found to be escaping the collection system in such quantity that 
ground water or surface water standards may be violated, Molycorp will upon NMED's 
approval, upgrade its existing collection system and extraction system or add additional 
seepage collection or extraction systems." 

4. Molycorp has not identified the volume of liquid or distribution of seepage in the plume 
beyond the SIS. Molycorp's Report reviews the historic development of the seepage interception 
system at pp. 3-24 to 3-26, planned development at p. 3-42 and Revised Closure Plan aspects at 
pp. 4-30 to 4-44. These sections present an interpretation of the data which does not identify the 
historical or curtent extent—in terms of volume, mass of contaminants or horizontal and vertical 
distribution—of the plume of tailings-contaminated seepage which has moved beyond the SIS at 
levels exceeding NMWQCC Standards. 

5. Molycorp has failed to recognize and report the volume of seepage moving beyond its 
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extraction wells and monitoring wells either per year or cumulatively, a calculation which would 
provide an approximation of the amount of water which has been degraded by tailings seepage to 
a degree which exceed NMWQCC Standards. 

6. Molycorp's conclusion that "curtent trends of water quality in monitoring wells down gradient 
ofthe seepage interception system (e.g. MW-1, MW-2 and MW-3) suggest that the seepage 
interception system is effective in protecting groundwater downgradient of the Questa Tailings 
Facility" is not supported by the data presented. Molycorp's data demonstrates that a substantial 
volume of tailings contaminated seepage has flowed by the extraction wells, and continues to 
flow by the wells, degrading groundwater downgradient. Molycorp has offered no proposal to 
abate or remedy this historical or current contamination resulting from tailings seepage. 

7. In Appendix A to the Robertson, 1998a Report at pp. A-8 and A-9, Molycorp provides its 
earlier contractor's estimates of total seepage from the tailings area. Robertson appears to 
recommend a value from a 1983 contractor study over the values from a 1993 contractor study, 
though the 1993 was presented by Molycorp as an update of the earlier work. Robertson provides 
no technical rationale for the selection of the older data—prepared by a consultant not involved 
with Molycorp programs for more than a decade—over data developed by a Molycorp consultant 
who has been the a continuous technical representative for Molycorp during the late 1980s and 
1990s. 

8. These two estimates vary widely, with the 1993 study indicating 2.3 cfs of seepage from the 
whole tailings area and 1.3 cfs from the tailings in Section 36—the tailings behind Dam 1—and 
the 1983 study showing 0.52 cfs from tailings in section 36. Molycorp identifies, at pp. 3-25 to 
3-26, of Robertson, 1998a, the amount of seepage collected by its SIS in 1993 as 260 
gpm—approximately 0.58 cfs—and cites the same study (Vail, 1993), which it rejects for total 
seepage flow in Appendix A! 

Molycorp and NMED should rely on the same study for both seepage flow and seepage 
collection values, rather than "picking-and-choosing" for the most favorable values for this 
critical ground water flows relationship. 

9. While Molycorp maintains that its seepage collection rate has been in the 200 - 260 gpm range 
since 1993, concentrations in contaminants beyond the seepage system has decreased less than 
10%, and in some cases increased, during that period. By picking the extremely convenient, but 
not verifiable 0.5 cfs seepage rate from the 1983 study, for use in Robertson, 1998a at pp. 4-33 to 
4-34, Molycorp is able to conclude that the total tailings seepage, 0.58 cfs as simulated, is 
collected by the curtent SIS. 

This assumption is contradicted by the relatively high sulfate—600-800 mg/l—and TDS 
concentrations—1000 to 1600 mg/l—collected at the monitoring wells MW-1, MW-2 and MW-3 
among others, for the past several decades including the five years covered in figs. 3-15a to 
3-15c. These values at points beyond the SIS demonstrate the deterioration of groundwater due to 
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tailings seepage, in comparison to "a sulfate concentration of 20 mg/l.. . assumed as background 
concentration for ground water not impacted by tailings seepage (Vail, 1993)" as stated in 
Robertson, 1998a at p. 4-38. 

10. Due to the high concentrations of contaminants in the monitoring wells downgradient of the 
SIS, it is abundantly clear that substantially more seepage than the 0.5 cfs range is being 
generated as the pumping of seepage at that rate has not resulted in any significant reduction in 
seepage rates or contaminant levels. 

11. If the Vail, 1993 seepage rates of 1.3 to 2.3 cfs are used, in combination with the other Vail, 
1993 data relied on in other portions of Robertson, 1998a, then seepage bypassing the SIS can be 
estimated to be 0.5 cfs to 1.8 cfs. This volume of uncollected seepage would provide sufficient 
sulfate, TDS, and other pollutant loading to maintain the elevated levels of those contaminants 
detected by the SIS samples. 

12. Molycorp should be required to provide a more rational and intemally consistent data base to 
address its seepage problem, and account for the actual seepage rates and concentrations levels 
using verifiable data, not 15-year-old studies long since revised by Molycorp's more recent 
consultants. 

I. B. Molycorp has failed to identify or propose abatement plans for areas on and off property 
which are contaminated by tailings seepage. 

1. The groundwater downgradient of the Questa Tailings Facility continues to receive seepage 
exceeding NMWQCC standards, at or above contaminant levels identified in the first year since 
the issuance ofthe DP-933 Final Order. Molycorp's figs. 3-15a to 3-15c show the results they 
report for the monitoring wells. The data demonstrate that water quality in the three monitoring 
wells—MW-1, MW-2 and MW-3—continues to exceed NM Water Quality Standards for both 
sulfate and TDS since the restart of operations, as was the case during and before the temporary 
shutdown ending in December 1996. 

2. MW-1, MW-2 and MW-3 are located at or beyond the furthest extension of Molycorp's SIS as 
shown on figs. 3-13 and 3-14 of the Report. The water quality data for those wells document the 
water quality of the groundwater which has already escaped the collection and extraction parts of 
the SIS. Due to the southerly flow gradient in the area (See Report, fig. 2-5), this seepage is 
flowing off Molycorp property and under its neighbor's land. As these areas are downgradient of 
the monitoring wells and no samples are provides for wells in that area, Molycorp has no data as 
to the extent of the plume or the severity of contamination in these off-property areas. These 
areas includes several private properties as represented on figs. 3-13 and 3-14. 

3. Samples of water in these private wells has been collected periodically since the opening of the 
Molycorp tailings facility in the 1960s. Data for these wells prior to the impact of tailings 
seepage should be incorporated into the Discharge Plan Report and serve as a basis for 
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groundwater restoration in the affected area. 

4. As the acknowledged source of the contaminants in the affected groundwater is Molycorp's 
tailings facility, the company should be responsible for the identification of the extent of the 
contaminant plume and the abatement of that plume under authority of NMWQCC Regulations, 
during operations of the discharge plan approval is to be maintained. 

5. As Molycorp has failed to take reasonable measures to identify the full extent of the 
plume—such as collecting ground water samples in the downgradient off-property areas—and 
has no abatement plans—such as downgradient extraction wells or deep, positive groundwater 
cutoff barriers—such actions should be taken by Molycorp to a design an operation standard 
acceptable to NMED, before additional tailings are loaded behind the Dam in the area where the 
unabated seepage is generated. 

I. C. The SIS has not achieved significant reduction in tailings seepage rates or concentration 
levels in its first year. 

1. Molycorp has presented no plans to improve the SIS in any manner, and appears to be waiting 
for NMED or others to take action, as indicated in the Report at pp. 3-23 and 3-41. 

2. As Molycorp represents that 70% of all "intercepted shallow seepage comprise tailings 
seepage" and background sulfate levels in the shallow aquifer were estimated by Molycorp at 20 
mg/l, the contaminant levels from monitoring well flow is clear demonstration of 
seepage-contaminated water exceeding NMWQCC Standards beyond the collection system after 
one year referenced in the Final Order, 1 .d.3. 

3. Molycorp's SIS consists of a series of shallow collection trenches and extraction wells which 
do not respond to the role of the fault, and associated fault zone, under Dam 1 as seen figs. 2-6 
and 3-14. Substantial upgrades of the SIS, using existing technology, should be considered by 
Molycorp and NMED and implemented by Molycorp in a timely manner to more effectively 
abate the curtent and anticipated solution. 

4. Several technology options are readily available. One technology option is the positive 
continuous cut-off trench—to the depth of more than 100 feet—installed in the early 1990s at the 
New Wales, FL phosphogypsum stack. Such a trench could be installed along the whole seepage 
front at Molycorp and would provide a positive bartier to seepage at the depth of concem at the 
Molycorp site, and allow collection of seepage caught behind this cut-off trench. 

5. Several additional extraction concepts should be considered by NMED and Molycorp, 
including placement of extraction wells downgradient of the SIS and horizontal boring 
perpendicular to the fault system identified under the tailings dam and seepage collection 
trenches to provide for more effective and abatement of existing tailings-derived contamination. 
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6. As Molycorp's SIS is not demonstrably effective at collecting or containing seepage from the 
tailings area, altemative, more effectively technology should be evaluated, under an accelerated 
time schedule, in response to the requirements of the Final Order and NMWQCC mles. 

II. A. Geologic faults located under the tailings piles and dam, and the SIS in Section 36, have 
been identified by Molycorp consultants but have not been effectively incorporated into the 
analysis of seepage at the site, nor is the analysis of groundwater conditions in the DP-933 
Report. 

1. Fig. 3-14 in the Report shows two features marked as "fault line" occurring in NNE-SSW 
alignments under both Tailings Dams 1 and 4. These fault lines—which reflect data presented by 
Molycorp consultants South Pass Resources, Inc. using an E-W cross-section similar to fig. 2-6 
during the 1996 DP-933 hearing—are not characterized, with respect to their lithologic 
occurtence or their hydrogeologic effects related to ground water flow in the Reports or the 
models referenced in the Report or Appendices. 

2. As disturbing, the cross-section Y-Y' shown on Report fig. 2-14, avoids in the fault line as 
indicated and as a result, fig. 3-16—"Conceptualization of Tailings Seepage"—fails to indicate 
the fault and its flow properties. As reflected in fig. 3-14, the monitoring well which has shown 
increases between January 1997 and May 1998—MW-1—lies across the indicated fault line from 
the cross section Y-Y'. No discussion of the fault zone or its relationship to MW-1 or other 
portions of the SIS are provided by Molycorp it DP-933 submittals. 

3. MW-1 is located very close to a geologic fault which extends beyond under Tailings Dam 1 
and the seepage barriers. This fault is identified in Robertson, 1998a using a E-W cross-section 
fig. 2-6 and a plan view in fig. 3-14 but not discussed in the three groundwater seepage analysis 
portions of that Report. 

II. B. The two-dimensional model used by Molycorp and its consultants is too simplistic to 
accurately reflect or predict conditions at the Molycorp tailings facility, due to the complexity of 
the site—including the faults under the tailings and dams—and the three-dimensional nature of 
the geologic setting as well as the three-dimensional nature of the existing contamination plume. 

1. Molycorp appears to have failed to address the fault and its implications for seepage 
movement in its 'Two-Dimensional Seepage Analysis," Appendix A to the Report. Neither 
Table Al: "Hydraulic Conductivity Estimates used for 2D Cross-Sectional Seepage Model," 
Table A2: "List of Sensitivity Parameters and Assumed Model Input Parameters," nor the 
Figures documenting model mns in Appendix A show or list attributes for the faults which are 
identified on the cross-sectional view, fig. 2-6, in the Report. 

2. This failure to include such a prominent hydrogeologic feature calls into questions the 
usefulness of the two-dimensional model as presented. At a minimum, any future models used by 
Molycorp should be calibrated to accurately represent characteristics of the Dam 1 and Dam 4 
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faults. Additional geologic investigations may be necessary to fully characterize the fault zone for 
modeling purposes. 

3. Molycorp states "it was beyond the scope of this study [the Report] to develop a detailed site 
model of the Section 36 Tailings Area that would represent the detailed (3D) geometry and local 
heterogeneities with in the impoundment" with no supporting explanation or rationale. Molycorp 
used "instead a simplified two-dimensional model constmcted using representative tailings 
properties . . . and simplifying assumptions with respect to spatial distribution of different 
tailings types and underlying aquifer/aquitard units," at Appendix A, p. A-2. 

4. The Scope of the study as determined by Molycorp appears to be inadequate to model the 
identified geologic hydrogeologic elements appropriate for analysis of the tailings site, such as 
die fault. 

The failure to effectively utilize three-dimensional modeling methods is a major shortcoming of 
Molycorp's report and prevents the effective use of the material presented. Molycorp provides no 
rationale as to why the 3D model was beyond the scope of this study in spite of the clearly 3D 
nature of the problem and long history of seepage from the tailings facility exceeding NMWQCC 
standards. 3D models have been provided for tailings facilities reviewed under NMWQCC mles 
since at least 1980, when the Gulf Mt. Taylor mill and tailings pond was analyzed using a 3D 
model. 

5. The reliance on a two-dimensional model, the lack of consideration in the model ofthe faults 
identified in fig. 2-6, and the reliance on simplifying assumptions rather than field calibrated data 
for model parameters represents a second class approach inappropriate for the second largest 
tailings facility in the state, or an operation owned by a major intemational oil company. 

6. The DP-933 revised closure plan and seepage analysis should be re-prepared using a well-
calibrated and field checked three-dimensional model, acceptable to NMED, on an expedited 
schedule, to compensate for the failure to use such a model in recent work prepared and 
presented to NMED. 

III. A. Molycorp has failed to identify the impacts of rodent intmsion—due to burtowing by 
gophers and prairie dogs—on infiltration of water into tailings through the interim cover. These 
burtows result in infiltration of precipitation-derived moisture directly into the tailings zone, 
bypassing the "storage cover." 

1. Molycorp identifies rodent intmsion—due to prairie dog and gopher burtowing—and ant 
burtowing occurting at the tailings site as a basis for dismissal of the low-permeability layers and 
capillary layers in the proposed tailings cover at pp. 4-5 to 4-7 of the Report, but fails to identify 
the effects of this process on the effectiveness of the interim cover in place. Molycorp's photos 
14 and 15 show the effects of these intmsions. The effects of these forces on cover integrity have 
been well studied by Dr. Thomas Hakkonsen and others, including design approaches to 
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minimize their effects on waste containment stmctures. 

2. Molycorp's presentation of an imbalanced and selective reading of the data is well represented 
by its treatment of this problem. Pp. 4-5 to 4-7 present the bio-intmsion problems as reasons to 
reject lower permeability and capillary layers in its tailings cover plan. However, Molycorp fails 
to substantively address the occurtence of this problem, or its implications for the proposed 9" 
cover, even though the problem has already occurted in the existing cover. 

3. By failing to address the infiltration problems associated with such bio-intmsion, Molycorp 
maintains a facade of the "interim cover as an effective storage cover" as capable of retaining all 
precipitation moisture and preventing it entering the tailings. The limited evidence of the effects 
of burtowing animals and insects presented by Molycorp are contradicted by the photos, which 
visually demonstrate the conduits these animal-burtowed channels provide for infiltration of 
surface water. Clearly, if the burtow channels reach the tailings then the cover has been breached 
and moismre can be expected to penetrate into the tailings through the burtow channels. 

4. This problem significantly reduces the effectiveness of the interim cover and provides a basis 
for rejection of the simple one layer approach, as it would any long-term approach which did not 
specifically provide for management of bio-intmsion. Hakkonsen's recommended approach is to 
provide a layer of cobble size material below the growing medium layer in a cover to reduce 
burtowing through material not readily dislocated by burtowing animals. Such a cover element 
should be incorporated into any permanent cover concept developed for the Molycorp tailings 
facility. 
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO 
BEFORE THE SECRETARY OF ENVIRONMENT 

IN THE MATTER OF 
DISCHARGE PLAN 933 
FOR A TAILINGS DISPOSAL 
FACILITY FOR MOLYCORP, INC. 

0 

FEB 1 6 1997 { J DP-933 

NM WATER QUALITY 
CONTROL COMMISSION 

FINAL ORDER 

This matter having come before the Secretary on the 

Application of Molycorp, Inc. ("Molycorp") for a discharge plan for 

its tailing disposal facility near Questa, New Mexico; the 

Secretary having considered the Hearing Record and the hearing 

Officers Report, Recommended Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 

Law, and Recommended Decision; and the Secretary being fully 

advised; 

The Secretary hereby adopts the Hearing Officer's Recommended 

Findings of Fact. 

The Secretary hereby adopts the Hearing Officer's Recommended 

Conclusions of Law. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Molycorp's discharge plan, 

DP-933, be, and it hereby is, approved for a period of five (5) 

years, subject to the following requirements and conditions: 



1. SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS FOR APPROVAL: 

a. Operational Plan: 

(1) Molycorp shall discharge no more than 

20,000 tons per day (up to a maximum of 82 million tons) of 

tailings from the mill to the tailings impoundment. Tailings will 

be transported from the mill to the tailings impoundment in two 

44,600 foot long rubber-lined pipelines in a slurry which is 38% by 

weight solids. Mine water, storm water, and seep water will be 

discharged to the tailings impoundment when the mill is inactive. 

(2) Molycorp will manage all discharges to the 

tailings impoundment to minimize dust, by discharging to a small 

area until that area has reached the maximum design height, then 

moving to a new area and closing and covering the previous 

discharge area in accordance with the approved closure plan. 

(3) Molycorp will implement a spill 

prevention plan which consists of the following elements: 

(a) The pipeline will be patrolled 24 

hours per day when the mill is in operation. 

(b) Three (3) flow and pressure 

measurement systems designed to detect pipeline failures will be 

maintained and will be monitored continuously in the mill control 

room. 



(c) Sections of the pipeline will be 

dismantled and visually checked annually to be sure the lining is 

intact. If the lining is damaged the pipeline section will be 

replaced. 

(d) Berms, sandbags, straw bales or other 

containment systems will be maintained along the Red River and 

acequia intakes as required to protect ground water and surface 

water. 

(e) The pipeline drainage will be 

maintained so that it slopes away from the river. 

(f) Launders and emergency containment 

areas will be maintained where the pipelines cross the river in 

four locations, as required to protect ground water and surface 

water. 

b. Monitoring Plan: 

(1) Molycorp will install two (2) additional 

monitor wells, one to be located down gradient of Dam 4 and one to 

be located near MW-4. The design and locations of the monitor 

wells will be approved by NMED prior to drilling. 

(2) Molycorp will conduct a monitoring program 

which consists of the following monitoring: 



(a) Twenty-one (21) existing monitor 

wells will be sampled quarterly and the samples analyzed for field 

parameters, general chemistry and metals. The existing monitor 

wells are MW-1 through 6, MW-7A through 7C, MW-9A, MW-9B, MW-10 

through 12, EW-1 through 4, and MW-A through C. 

(b) Selected private wells will be 

sampled depending on access to the wells and the samples analyzed 

for field parameters, general chemistry and metals. 

(c) Any new monitor wells and extraction 

wells will be sampled and samples analyzed for field parameters, 

general chemistry and metals. 

(d) Static water levels will be measured 

in all monitor wells monthly and submitted quarterly. 

(e) A potentiometric map including data 

from all monitor wells, piezometers and springs will be submitted 

annually. 

(f) Six (6) monitor wells located at the 

lower and upper dump sumps will be sampled semi-annually and the 

samples analyzed for field pH, sulfate, molybdenum and total 

dissolved solids. 

(g) Seven (7) springs along the Red River 

will be sampled quarterly and the samples analyzed for field 



parameters, general chemistry and metals. The springs to be 

sampled are: Hatchery Cold Wa.ter Supply, Questa Springs Surface 

Discharge, Questa Springs Old Discharge Pipe, First Creek Below 

Pope Creek, South Side Spring, Spring Near Concrete Collection Box, 

and Hatchery Warm Water Supply. 

(h) Tailings decsmt water will be sampled 

quarterly and the samples analyzed for field parameters, general 

chemistry, metals, and diesel constituents. After two years, NMED 

will re-evaluate the necessity of continuing the monitoring for 

diesel. 

(i) The pH of water to be discharged down 

the tailings pipelines will be monitored daily. If the pH measures 

below 6, it will be adjusted above 6. 

(j) Monitoring reports will be due to 

NMED's Ground Water Quality Bureau by March 31, June 30, September 

30 and December 31 of each year. The monitoring plan may be 

evaluated after two (2) years and adjusted as necessary to protect 

ground water and surface water quality. 

c. Spill Contingency Plan: In the event that a 

spill occurs, Molycorp will immediately implement the following 

spill contingency plan: 



(1) The supply of tailings to the line will be 

shut off at the mill. 

(2) The spill will be physically directed and 

contained away from water courses. 

(3) Tailings in the lines will be released 

into the upper and/or lower emergency dump sumps. 

(4) The broken line will be clamped and later 

repaired or replaced. 

(5) The appropriate agencies will be notified, 

including the fish hatchery, acequia representative, forest 

service, NMED, and EPA. 

(6) Any spilled tailings will be removed from 

the dump sumps or the land surface and transported to the tailings 

impoundment as soon as they can be moved. 

(7) The six (6) dump sump monitor wells will 

be sampled and the samples analyzed for field pH, molybdenum, 

sulfate and total dissolved solids within 30 days following the 

spill. 

(8) Spill and corrective action reports will 

be submitted to NMED and EPA for approval, as required by WQCC 

Regulation 1203. 

d. Remediation Plan: 



(1) Molycorp will implement a remediation plan 

that consists of the following elements: 

(a) an array of shallow extraction wells 

will be installed down gradient of Dam 1. 

(b) The seepage barrier begun between 

seepage barrier 3 and MW-l will be completed and an additional 

seepage barrier will be constructed down gradient of Dam 1. 

(c) Contaminated ground water will be 

extracted from the shallow array of wells and from the existing EW 

well series and discharged to NPDES Outfall 002. Should the 

extracted water exceed the effluent limit appliccdsle to Outfall 002 

under the NPDES pennit, the water will be discharged to the active 

area of the tailings impoundment and processed through the IX plant 

or otherwise treated as any other decant water in the tailings 

impoundment. 

(2) Molycorp will survey all new monitoring 

and extraction wells to a common permanent benchmark. Construction 

and lithologic logs will be submitted to the Ground Water Quality 

Bureau. 

(3) Molycorp will re-evaluate the seepage 

collection and extraction system after a period of one year. If 

seepage is found to be escaping the collection system in such 



quantity that ground water or surface water standards may be 

violated, Molycorp will upon NMED's approval, upgrade its existing 

collection and extraction system or add additional seepage 

collection or extraction systems. 

(4) In the event that closure of the tailings 

impoundment occurs before a revised closure plan is approved by 

NMED, Molycorp will implement an interim closure plan which 

consists of upgrading the spillway and diversion structure, 

covering the exposed tailings areas with nine inches of alluvium, 

revegetating the newly-covered areas, continuing the ground water 

remediation system for thirty (30) years, and performing 

maintenance and monitoring for the fifteen (15) years. 

2. ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS FOR PERMIT APPROVAL: 

a. Molycorp shall direct all discharge's "tb the 

tailings impoundment through the mill (i.e. Sump 5000). 

b. Molycorp shall not discharge seepage from the 

mill/mine area to the tailings impoundment prior to obtaining 

approval by NMED through an abatement plan, settlement agreement, 

administrative order on consent, or other enforceable regulatory 

mechanism. 



c. Molycorp shall measure and report monthly 

discharge volumes to the tailings impoundment and the source of the 

water, including discharges during times when the mill is dormant. 

d. Molycorp shall analyze the samples from wells 

and springs down gradient of the tailings impoundment (including 

existing wells, new wells and specified private wells) for the 

following parameters, and shall provide raw data that includes lab 

QA/QC: 

(1) The required field parameters shall be 

temperature, pH, and specific conductivity. 

(2) The required general chemistry parameters 

shall be calcium, magnesium, sodium, potassium, carbonate, 

bicarbonate, sulfate, chloride, nitrate, and fluoride. 

(3) The required metals parameters shall be 

aluminum, arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, copper, iron, lead, 

manganese, mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, silver, and zinc. 

e. At the written request of the private well 

owner, Molycorp shall sample any private well located between the 

tailings impoundment and the Red River (downgradient of the 

impoundment) on a quarterly basis. Required parameters and 

reporting shall be consistent with the requirements for monitoring 

wells and springs. 



f. Molycorp shall sample the tailings quarterly at 

the pipeline discharge and analyze them for total metals, paste pH 

and shall conduct static and acid/base accounting tests. The 

results of the tests shall be included in the required quarterly 

monitoring reports. 

g. Molycorp shall include in the corrective action 

report for any spill, mitigative measures to prevent future spills. 

Failure of Molycorp to submit approvable corrective action reports 

may result in the issuance of a Compliance Order which includes the 

assessment of penalties. 

h. Molycorp shall have the two required new 

monitor wells and the seepage extraction system, including all 

pumping and delivery systems, installed and operating by 

September 30, 1997^ 

i. Molycorp shall maintain an NMED approved 

interim financial assurance instrument in the amount of $4.24 

million dollars. Molycorp shall not cancel or substitute the NMED 

approved interim financial assurance without NMED approval of 

altemate financial assurance. In the event that the NMED approved 

interim financial assurance is canceled by the issuing institution, 

Molycorp shall provide written notice and cease discharge as 

approved under the extension letter dated October 1, 1996. The 
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interim financial assurance shall include a requirement that the 

issuing institution provide one hundered and twenty (120) days 

notice to NMED and Molycorp prior to cancellation. Molycorp shall 

obtain alternate financial assurance within sixty (60) days of such 

notice. If Molycorp fails to obtain an altemate interim financial 

assurance within sixty (60) days, the interim financial assurance 

shall become immediately payable to NMED. 

j . Upon NMED approval of a revised closure plan, 

or upon a determination that the existing financial assurance is 

inadequate, Molycorp shall propose a revised closure cost estimate 

and financial assurance instrument. 

k. Molycorp shall conduct investigation, sampling 

and modeling to develop a revised closure plan for the tailings 

impoimdment. Molycorp shall submit to NMED a revised closure plan 

as a discharge plan modification for public review and coiranent, and 

a piiblic hearing if the NMED Secretary determines there is a 

significant public interest, under the procedures set forth under 

20 NMAC 6.2.3108.C. 

(1) The schedule for submitting documents that 

support a revised closure plan for the tailings impoundment shall 

be as follows: 
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1996; 

July 1, 1997; 

November 1, 1997; and 

(a) Stage Two Investigation: December 1, 

(b) Report on Stage Two Investigation; 

(c) Modeling and Cover Evaluation; 

(d) Request for Modification, Revised 

Closure Plan, Adjusted Cost Estimate and Adjusted Financial 

Assurance Proposal: May 1, 1998. 

(2) Failure of Molycorp to submit an 

approvable closure plan as a modification by the date specified 

above may result in the termination of the discharge plan and/or 

issuance of a Compliance Order which includes the assessment of 

penalties. However, the deadlines specified above may be extended 

by written mutual consent of NMED and Molycorp, if NMED's review of 

documents delays subsequent tasks. 

1. Molycorp shall submit a revised financial 

assurance plan to NMED by May 1, 1998 which is subject to approval 

by the Secretary. The approved revised financial assurance plan 

shall be incorporated into DP-933 and shall address: 

(1) A cost estimate for tasks included in and 

associated with the revised closure plan for the Molycorp tailings 
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facility shall be submitted to NMED for approval no later than 

May 1, 1998. 

(2) The proposed financial assurance mechanism 

or a combination of mechanisms shall be in an amount sufficient to 

cover the costs included in subparagraph a above. The proposed 

financial assurance mechanism must be submitted for approval by the 

Secretary with the revised closure plan cost estimate. The 

decision of the Secretary may be appealed in accordance with 

Section 3112.A of the WQCC Regulations. 

(3) The approved financial assurance mechanism 

must be in place no later than July 1, 1998. Once in place, the 

financial assurance mechanism must remain in effect throughout the 

term of DP-933 until released by the Secretary. The financial 

assurance shall remain in place during lapses in discharge plan 

coverage including late discharge plan renewal or temporary 

shutdown of the Molycorp facility. 

(4) If the financial assurance proposes a 

payee or beneficiary, NMED must be named as payee or beneficiary. 

(5) The financial assurance must include a 

method for adjustments due to inflation, new technologies, or NMED 

approved revisions to the closure plan based on continued 

investigations. 
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(6) The financial assurance shall be 

evaluated, compared, and if necessary, revised to comply with WQCC 

financial assurance regulations if and when such regulations are 

promulgated and become effective. 

(7) The financial assurance must include a 

provision which requires the provider to provide at least one 

hundred and twenty (120) days notice to the Secretary and Molycorp, 

prior to cancellation or non-renewal of the financial assurance. 

Molycorp must obtain an approved altemate financial assuramce 

mechanism within sixty (60) days of such notice. If Molycorp fails 

to obtain altemate financial assurance within the time frames 

specified in this subparagraph, the current financial assurance 

shall become immediately payable to NMED. 

(8) An NMED ' revieV~''of'remaining ""blbsUre^-

measures may be rec[uested by Molycorp no more than once every 

twelve months. The request for closure review shall describe the 

closure measures completed and shall contain a cost estimate for 

remaining closure measures. 

(9) The financial assurance shall be released 

or modified by the Secretary when NMED determines by closure review 

that closure measures have been completed. 
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m. Molycorp shall amend its spill prevention and 

contingency plan as follows: 

(1) In the event that ground water standards 

are exceeded in a monitor well downgradient from the upper dump 

sump, Molycorp shall notify NMED and collect a confirmation sample 

within forty-eight (48) hours of receipt of the analyses. If the 

confirmation sample confirms that standards are exceeded, Molycorp 

shall submit a corrective action plan in accordance with 20 NMAC 

6.2.1203 for the abatement of ground water contamination. The 

corrective action plan shall include a plan to remediate 

contaminated ground water and shall propose a liner for NMED 

approval. 

(2) No later than sixty (60) days after the 

discharge plan is approved, Molycorp shall redesign the launders 

required under the spill prevention plan and submit for NMED's 

approval engineering design and criteria demonstrating that the 

launders or other engineered systems are designed and will be 

constructed to prevent tailings from reaching ground water and/or 

surface water in the event of a tailings spill. Molycorp shall 

install the launders or other approved engineered systems within 

sixty (60) days after NMED approval, or at such other time that the 

parties agree. 
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3. GENERAL PERMIT REQUIREMENTS: 

a. Record Keeping: 

(1) Molycorp shall maintain at the facility, 

a written record of ground water and wastewater quality analyses. 

The following information shall be recorded and shall be made 

available to NMED upon request: 

(a) The dates, exact place and times of 

sampling or field measurements. 

(b) The name and job title of the 

individuals who performed the sampling or measurements. 

(c) The dates the analyses were 

performed. 

(d) The name and job title of the 

individuals who performed the ""analyses. 

(e) The analytical techniques or methods 

used. 

(f) The results of such analyses. 

(g) The results of any split sampling, 

spikes or repeat sampling. 

(2) Molycorp shall maintain a written record 

of any spills, seeps, and/or leaks of effluent, leachate and/or 

process fluids not authorized by the discharge plan. 

16 



(3) Molycorp shall maintain a written record 

of the operation, maintenance and repair of facilities/equipment 

used to treat, store and/or dispose of wastewater; to measure flow 

rates; and/or to monitor water quality. This will include repairs, 

replacement or calibration of any monitoring equipment and repairs 

or replacement of any equipment used in Molycorp's tailings 

disposal system. 

b. Inspection and Entry: 

(1) In accordance with NMSA 1978, § 74-6-9 (B) 

& (E) (Repl. Pamp. 1992) and 20 NMAC 6.2.3107.D, Molycorp shall 

allow the Secretary or his authorized representative, upon the 

presentation of credentials, to: 

(a) Enter at regular business hours or at 

other reasonable times upon the discharger's premises or where 

records must be kept under the conditions of this discharge plan. 

(b) Inspect and copy, during regular 

business hours or at other reasonable times, any records required 

to be kept under the conditions of the discharge plan. 

(c) Inspect, at regular business hours or 

at other reasonable times, any facility, equipment (including 

monitoring and control equipment), practices or operations 

regulated or required under this discharge plan. 
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(d) Sample or monitor, at reasonable 

times for the purpose of assuri,ng discharge plan compliance or as 

otherwise authorized by the New Mexico Water Quality Act, any 

effluent at any location before or after discharge. 

c. Duty to Provide Information: In accordance with 

NMSA 1978, § 74-6-9(B) (Repl. Pamp. 1992) and 20 NMAC 6.2.3107.D, 

Molycorp shall furnish to NMED, within a reasoncdsle time, any 

relevant information which NMED may request to determine whether 

cause exists for modifying, terminating and/or renewing this 

discharge plan or to determine compliance with this plan. The 

discharger shall furnish to NMED, upon request, copies of records 

required to be kept by this discharge plan. 

d. Spills, Leaks and Other Unauthorized 

Discharges: This approval authorizes only those discharges 

specified in the discharge plan. Any unauthorized discharges 

violate 20 NMAC 6.2.3104, and must be reported to NMED and 

remediated as required by 20NMAC 6.2.1203. This requirement 

applies to all seeps, spills, and/or leaks discovered from the 

Molycorp tailings disposal system including the mill, pipelines, 

and tailings impoundment. 

e. Retention of Records: Molycorp shall retain 

records of all monitoring information, including all calibration 
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and maintenance records, copies of all reports required by this 

discharge plan, and records of all data used to complete the 

application for this discharge plan, for a period of at least five 

(5) years from the date of the sample collection, measurement, 

report or application. This period may be extended by request of 

the Secretary at any time. 

f. Enforcement: Failure to grant the Secretary or 

his authorized representative access to the records required to be 

kept by the discharge plan or to allow an inspection of the 

discharge facilities or for the collection of samples is a 

violation of this discharge plan and the WQCC Regulations. Such 

violations as well as other violations of the discharge plan, may 

subject the discharger to a Compliance Order, a Compliance Order 

assessing a civil penalty, or an action in District Court pursuant 

to NMSA 1978, § 74-6-10 (Repl. Pamp. 1992), and/or modification or 

termination of this discharge plan pursuant to NMSA 1978, 

§ 74-6-5(L) (Repl. Pamp. 1992). Penalties assessed as part of a 

Compliance Order shall not exceed $15,000 per day for violations of 

the terms of the permit or the requirements of NMSA 1978, § 74-6-5 

(Repl. Pamp. 1992), and shall not exceed $10,000 per day for 

violations of other sections of the Water Quality Act. 
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g. Modifications and/or Amendments: Molycorp shall 

notify NMED, pursuant to 20 NMî C 6.2.3107.C, of any modifications 

or additions to the Molycorp tailings disposal system, including 

any increase in wastewater flow rate or wastewater storage and 

disposal management changes to the system as approved under this 

discharge plan. The discharger shall obtain NMED's approval, as 

a discharge plan modification, prior to any increase in the 

quantity or concentration of constituents in the leachate above 

those approved in this plan. 

h. Other Requirements: 

(1) Approval of the Discharge Plan does not 

relieve Molycorp of liability should its operation result in actual 

pollution of surface or ground water which may be actionable under 

other laws and/or regulations. 

(2) PursucUit to 20 NMAC 6.2.3111, prior to any 

transfer of ownership, Molycorp shall provide the transferee a copy 

of the discharge plan, including a copy of this approval letter and 

shall document such to NMED. 

(3) Pursuant to 20 NMAC 6.2.3109 .G.4, 

discharge plan approval is for a period of five (5) years. 

Approvals will expire five (5) years from the date the approval is 
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signed, and Molycorp must submit an application for renewal at 

least one-hundred and eighty (0.80) days before that date 

MARK E. WEIDLER 
Secretary of Environment 
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April 23 , 1997 Expert Report - Dr. William M. Schafer 

Expert Report - William M. Schafer, Ph.D. 

1. Summary of Qualifications 

1.1 Employment and Title 

Dr. William M. Schafer is founder and President of Schafer & Associates, 

an environmental consulting firm specializing in mining environmental issues. 

1.2 Qualifications, Education, Experience, and Publications 
Dr. Schafer received a B.S. degree in watershed science from Colorado 

State University, a M.S. degree in soil science from the University of California 

at Davis, and a Ph.D. in soil science from Montana State University. Dr. 

Schafer worked at Montana State University as Research Associate and 

Assistant Professor from 1975 until 1985, during which time he conducted 

research on mined land revegetation and reclamation, mining geochemistry, 

and mining hydrology. As a consultant, he has been involved in over 200 

projects relating to mining environmental management. He has authored or co-

authored numerous papers, symposium presentations, and technical short-

courses over the last ten years. Dr. Schafer's resume including a Ust of all 

articles published in the last ten years is attached. 

1.3 Compensation 

Hourly rate is $140 per hour. 

1.4 Appeared as Witness in Past 4 years 

• (Friends of Santa Fe Countv v LAC Minerals (USA) Inc et al. (US 

District Court for New Mexico): Expert witness for LAC Minerals 

regarding the Ortiz Mine 

• Expert witness in a Montana water rights claim 

• State of Montana v ARCO et al. (US District Court for Montana) 

Factual witness for the ARCO Clark Fork River Natural Resource 

Damage suit (pending) 
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2. Sources of Information 
My opinion is based on a detailed review of a number of documents and 

reports, (listed in References Cited Section 5), detailed analysis and 

interpretation of selected data contained in the aforementioned reports, a visit 

to the Molycorp site and the surrounding vicinity including the Red River, and 

inspection of selected reaches of tributary basins. In addition, I reviewed the 

expert reports submitted by Mr. Richard Kelsey dated March 14,1997; Dr. 

Leland Mink dated March 13, 1997; and Ms. Barbara Williams dated March 13, 

1997. 

3. Summary 
1. Flow in the Red River consists of two components; surface runoff and 

groundwater. Surface runoff from the mined area is controlled by the 

stormwater management system. As a result, the mine has reduced that 

portion of the natural metal and sulfate loads to the Red River that 

before mining were carried by surface runoff. Groundwater contributions 

to flow, also known as "baseflow^', vary by as much as ten-fold on 

different days within a single year. Additionally, the average annual 

groundwater baseflow can vary by a factor of two or more. Baseflow 

contribution from the reach of the Red River adjacent to the mining area 

measured in November 1965 and November 1988 by United States 

Geological Survey (USGS) fall within the natural range of variability. 

Consequently, based on my review of available information, I do not 

believe that baseflow contribution has changed as a result of Molycorp's 

activities. 

2. Changes in annual precipitation correspond with changes in 

groundwater baseflow. Consequently, increased annual precipitation for 

the period 1980 to present (Slifer 1996), would tend to increase 

groundwater baseflow, resulting in increased loads of sulfate, TDS and 

metals from natural hydrothermal scar areas to the Red River. 

3. Despite increased precipitation from 1980 to present, available flow and 

chemical data from the Red River do not identify a trend for increasing 
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metal, total dissolved solids (TDS) or sulfate levels since development of 

the open pit in late 1965 through 1981. Reliable data on metal 

concentrations in the Red River are not available prior to the 1970's. 

Calculated loads and concentrations of TDS since 1965 are within 

normal ranges of variability and are due to changes in precipitation and 

other natural factors. Changes in sulfate load and concentration 

through time are small. In addition, sulfate loads to the Red River are 

contributed over a diffuse zone several miles long - starting above the 

mine, and continuing in the reach adjacent to the mine, and continuing 

downgradient ofthe mine. Similar proportional changes in sulfate occur 

both above and adjacent to the mine. ConsequenUy, changes in sulfate 

cannot be shown to result from mining at the Molycorp site. 

A number of complex processes may affect the metal loads in 

rivers including precipitation, deposition in the bed, re-suspension, and 

adsorption or dissolution from adsorbed phases into dissolved phases. 

Consequently, these processes must be considered when determining the 

source of metal loads. Most metal loads in the Red River increase in a 

downstream direction, but the pattem of load increase does not indicate 

that the mine area is a source of the metals. Changes in metal 

concentrations are more consistent with contribution from hydrothermal 

scars that occur over a zone starting well above and ending weU below 

the mine area. The changes in the load of some metals, especially iron, 

are caused by re-suspension of precipitates in the streambed. 

4. Water in contact with either mine waste rock or natural hydrothermal 

scars has the same geochemical "signature". Consequently, increases in 

the concentration of specific metals such as zinc or manganese in seeps 

or in the Red River adjacent to the mine do not indicate that seepage was 

contributed by mine waste rock sources. 

5. The metal concentration in seeps adjacent to the Red River is controlled 

by the ambient pH of the groundwater system. Consequentiy, 

differences in the chemistry of water contacting mine waste rock or 

hydrothermal scars, if present, would not cause similar differences in the 
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chemistry of groundwater seeps. Based on the natural chemical 

evolution of groundwater, recharge from scar areas would be expected to 

have poorer chemistry than recharge through mine waste rock. 

6. There is no geochemical basis for determining the location, timing or 

amount of acidic drainage and associated constituents, also known as 

acid rock drainage (ARD), contributed to the Red River by the mine waste 

rock. 

4. Basis of opinion 

4.1 Red River Flow Regime 

1. Surface water in the Red River is derived from surface runoff and from 

groundwater "baseflow" contributions (Dunne and Leopold 1978). In 

mountain streams, surface runoff occurs during seasonal snowmelt 

events and in response to large rainstorms. Baseflow is more continuous 

and accounts for all of the flow in perennial streams for most of the year. 

There are a number of mathematic and graphical methods for estimating 

groundwater recharge to streams by separating the baseflow contribution 

from surface runoff (Mau and Winter 1997). 

For example, flow data from the Red River gauge near Questa were 

used and baseflow was determined graphically for a low flow (1978, 

Figure 1) and a higher flow year (1984, Figure 2). The variation in 

estimated daily baseflow for the entire hydrologic basin just below the 

mine site varied from 2 to 50 cubic feet per second (cfs) in 1978, and 

from 10 to 100 cfs in 1984. Similar seasonal variations in baseflow 

would be expected for groundwater contributions from the reach 

adjacent to the Molycorp mine. Variations in average annual baseflow 

varied from of 14 to 27 cfs, or 0.14 to 0.27 feet of groundwater recharge 

averaged over the basin area. 

Using data coUected by VaU Engineering in 1992 and 1995, 

SmoUce and Tague in 1988, EPA in 1970, and US Public Health Service 

in 1965, the baseflow contribution for the reach adjacent to the mine can 
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be estimated by subtracting upstream and tributary flows from 

downstream flows. Baseflow was 4.0, 3.2 and 3.1 cfs in 1988, 1993 and 

1995 respectively. In some years specific segments ofthe Red River near 

the Molycorp mine have been losing reaches. During the earlier years, 

Columbine Creek was not gauged, however, in 1970 (a low flow year) the 

reach lost 1.5 cfs of flow even without accounting for Columbine Creek. 

If Columbine Creek flow was assumed to be 3 cfs, then the Red River 

reach adjacent to the mine lost 4.5 cfs in 1970. In 1965, the reach 

contributed 4.3 cfs of baseflow if Columbine flow was assumed to be 5 

cfs. 

2. Mink and Kelsey each referred to USGS studies of the groundwater 

contribution to the Red River conducted in 1965 and in 1988. Mink 

quoted the 1988 USGS report inaccurately when he reported a 

groundwater seepage contribution of 4 cfs in the reach bordering 

Molycorp. The 4 cfs increase in flow actuaUy occurred upstream of the 

mill. Actual baseflow contribution in 1988 was a loss of 1 cfs between 

the mUl and Columbine Creek and a geiin of 3.7 cfs below Columbine 

Creek, for a total contribution of 2.7 cfs. 

3. The baseflow contribution rate for any mountain stream would be 

expected to vary within any year by up to ten-fold (Mau and Winter 

1997). Consequentiy, variations in baseflow such as those observed 

between 1965 and 1988 in the Red River are common for any two single 

day measurements of baseflow collected in two different years. This 

observation cannot be construed as a trend indicating change in 

groundwater baseflow due to the Molycorp mine. 

4.2 Geochemical Conditions in the Red River 

1. The concentrations of many constituents in the Red River increase in a 

downstream direction. Williams attributed the increases in sulfate, TDS, 

and metal concentration to the waste rock piles at the Molycorp mine site. 

Evidence offered that the Molycorp waste rock pUes were the primary 

source includes: (i) constituents have increased since development of the 

open pit; (ii) constituents are elevated in water in contact with waste rock; 
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and (iii) the mine has covered a large extent of hydrothermal scars, a 

natural source of sulfate, TDS and metal loading. AdditionaUy, the 

concentrations of metals in water contacting waste rock was said to have 

a different "signature" than water in contact with hydrothermal scars. 

Specifically, she contended that water contacting mine waste rock had 

higher concentrations of manganese and zinc. 

2.1 conducted a detailed review of the sulfate, TDS and metal concentrations 

in the Red River. I used data from several sources to detennine the "mass 

loads" in the Red River upgradient, adjacent to, and downgradient ofthe 

Molycorp Mine. Information sources include Public Health Service 1966, 

EPA 1971, Smolka and Tague 1989, Vail Engineering 1993, and 

Woodward Clyde 1996. These data were used because they span the 

available period of record, and because they came from a variety of 

sources. The mass loads of each constituent (grams/second) were 

calculated by multiplying the concentration measured in samples 

collected from various stations along the Red River by the measured flow 

rate. Mass loads were determined at several stations upgradient ofthe 

Molycorp Mine starting above the town of Red River (near Highway 38 

mile marker 13) continuing to above the mill (between mUe marker 7 and 

8). Several monitoring stations were also sampled adjacent to the 

Molycorp Mine, from the mill dovmstream to the mouth of Capulin 

Canyon (near mile marker 3). Finally, several stations below the mine but 

above the town of Questa were sampled. In the earlier sampling events, 

fewer stations were monitored. Nonetheless, mass loads were calculated 

for total dissolved solids (TDS), sulfate, alkalinity, aluminum, iron, 

manganese, and zinc for all avaUable stations (Figures 1 through 7). 

3. There is significant variation in the TDS load in the river between 

measurements taken from 1965 to 1995 (Figure 3a and 3b). Higher TDS 

loads occur during periods of higher flow October 1988 and November 

1995, and lower TDS occurs during low flow (such as in 1970 when flow 

was only 11.7 cfs at the Ranger Station). There is a relatively consistent 

increase in TDS in a downstream direction. During periods of high flow, 

the TDS load increases from 40 g/s to 100 g/s between the town of Red 
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River and the station just above the Molycorp mUl. These increases in 

TDS are not caused by the mine. The sources of elevated TDS along this 

5 mile reach are hydrothermal scars located mostiy north of the river 

(South Pass 1995, SRK 1995, Vail Engineering 1994, Woodward Clyde 

1996). 

Along the next 4 mile reach, TDS increases by 75 grams per 

second (g/s). Possible sources of TDS include groundwater recharge 

through the Molycorp mine waste rock, runoff and groundwater flow 

through exposed hydrothermal scars (or debris flow fan delta deposits 

derived from scar areas), groundwater flow through bedrock, or 

groundwater flow through hydrothermal scar areas that have been buried 

by mine facilities. Surface water runoff from the mine facilities is 

prevented from directiy entering the Red River. 

Additionally, a significant portion of the groundwater flow to the 

north of this reach of the Red River is collected by mine dewatering. The 

groundwater intercepted by passive and active mine dewatering may 

intercept both mine-affected groundwater as well as groundwater with 

naturally elevated TDS levels. Downgradient of the Molycorp Mine, the 

TDS levels continue to increase. Exposed hydrothermal scars further 

west of the mine areas accounts for these loads. Variations in the TDS 

load and concentration are best explained by natural variation in rainfall 

and other natural factors. 

4. The sulfate loads follow the same pattem as TDS (Figure 4). This is not 

surprising because sulfate is the primary anion dissolved in the Red River 

so differences in TDS should parallel those of sulfate. Differences in 

sulfate load are strongly affected by the flow rate, with smaU sulfate loads 

observed during periods of low flow (1970), and with higher loads 

occurring during periods of high flow. In 1965 (before the open pit) and in 

1988, the increase in sulfate across the reach adjacent to the mine was 

approximately equal. In both 1992 and 1995, roughly 50% ofthe sulfate 

measured in the Red River above Questa could be attributed to the reach 
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adjacent to the Molycorp Mine. Potential sources of sulfate load along this 

reach may include either natural or mine-related flows. 

5. The alkalinity measured in the Red River (Figure 5) provides an important 

indication of the balance of acidic and alkaline waters that have mixed 

together from various sources. Williams, and several literature sources 

(Slifer 1996) allege that acid rock drainage (ARD) from the Molycorp Mine 

causes an increase in metals in the Red River. If acidic water flows into a 

stream containing alkaline water, the stream wUl become less alkaline (or 

may even become acidic) downstream of the mixing zone. The abUity of 

ARD to decrease stream alkaUnity or to cause acidic stream chemistry has 

been demonstrated by a number of authors (Chapman and others 1983, 

Theobald and others 1962). 

Alkalinity is an important aspect of overaU water quality because 

the pH of water decreases in acidic water, the solubUity of metals is 

increased in low pH water, metals tend to occur in a dissolved rather than 

in a total recoverable form at low pH which increases their bioavailabiUty, 

and water quaUty standards for protection of aquatic life for several 

metals are higher in alkadine (high hardness) waters. 

The totcU load of alkalinity (in g/s) within the Red River increases 

slightly in a dovmstream direction. Alkalinity loads have not changed 

between 1965 and the present. This indicates that if low pH waters are 

moving towards the Red River: 1) their contribution has not changed since 

1965, before development ofthe open pit; 2) they are neutraUzed before 

they reach the river or within a mixing zone within the river; or 3) acidic 

flows constitute a minor proportion of the total inflow to the Red River. 

There are few usable data for metal concentration and flow in the 

Red River avaUable prior to development of the open pit. All metal loads 

described in this section were calculated for the total recoverable forms 

rather than the dissolved forms of metals. It should be noted that EPA 

recognizes that the many metals, especially zinc and aluminum, are more 

bioavailable in their dissolved than in the total recoverable form. In 

8 
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recent analyses of Red River water, all dissolved metal concentrations are 

below the EPA acute standards and are below or near the EPA chronic 

standards for protection of aquatic Ufe. Chronic standards for dissolved 

eduminum were exceeded in the Red River above the mine and in the 

reach adjacent to the mine in 1992 and 1995, the only years with 

measurements for dissolved aluminum. 

Total aluminum concentrations (Figure 6) tend to increase in a 

downstream direction and a significant increase in aluminum occurs over 

a 2 mile reach just upstream ofthe mine (probably from Hanson Creek), 

adjacent to the mine, and downgradient of the mine. Aluminum increases 

in the Red River upgradient of the mine confirms that there are aluminum 

loads that are attributable to natural sources. At the pH observed in the 

Red River, most aluminum would be expected to occur in the form of 

small ("colloidal") particles of aluminum oxyhydroxide, with low levels of 

dissolved aluminum (Woodward Clyde 1996). 

6. Total iron loads (Figure 7) do not change appreciably throughout the 

length of the Red River except during the highest measured flow (October, 

1988 - 30 cfs). Chemical precipitates (composed of iron and aluminum 

oxyhydroxides) that have lodged in the stream bed gravels can be re-

suspended during periods of high flow. During such high flows, this re

suspension of precipitates that previously settled out of the water can lead 

to the mistaken conclusion that surface water flows or seeps are 

contributing significant iron loads. At the pH observed in the Red River, 

all iron would be expected in the form of small ("coUoidal") particles of iron 

oxyhydroxide, with no measurable dissolved iron (Woodward Clyde 1996). 

7. The primary source of total manganese loads (Figure 8) in the Red River 

occurred downgradient of the mine in 1988 and 1992, while the reach 

adjacent to the mine received significant increases in load in 1995. 

Potential sources of manganese include natural hydrothermal scars or 

mine sources as discussed for TDS and sulfate loads. 
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8. The changes in zinc loading (Figure 9) were very simUar to those for 

manganese and similar conclusions can be drawn about potential 

sources. 

4.3 Geochemical Signatures of Potential Sources of Mass Load 

1. Flow in the Red River comes from a number of sources that may differ 

geochemically (Table 1). In general, these potential sources can be 

classified as surface or groundwater contribution from unmineralized 

portions of the basin, surface or groundwater flow from natural 

hydrothermal scar areas, and surface or groundwater flow from mine 

waste rock sources. 

2. Williams argues that the concentrations of metals and sulfate in water 

contacting mine waste rock and soils from hydrothermal scars provides a 

means of distinguishing between the two sources. WiUiams indicated 

that mine water in contact with mine waste rock has higher levels of 

manganese and zinc than water from hydrothermal scars. This 

observation was based upon comparison of standing water and runoff 

from 9 samples of waste rock and 8 samples of hydrothermal scar water 

(SRK 1995). The average composition of each group of samples was 

compared to see which had a higher metal concentration. While the 

waste rock samples had higher average concentrations of manganese, 

zinc and other metals, the variabiUty of individual measurements within 

each group were large. 

I used a statistical test to determine whether the average metal 

concentrations for the two groups of samples was significantly different. 

A non-parametric analysis of variance was used for this test (Table 2). 

The apparent differences in average metal contents were not significantiy 

different at a probability of 95%. 

Additional data were collected to assess any potential differences 

between water colitacting hydrothermal scars and mine waste rock. 

Shaker flask tests for grab samples of scar and waste rock were obtained 

from SRK (1995). The mean metal concentrations from these two sets of 

10 
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samples were compared and the apparent difference in the mean metal 

concentration was used by SRK to support the theory that some metals, 

especially zinc and manganese are higher in water contacting mine rock. 

The same statistical test was used to determine whether the average 

metal concentrations for the two groups of shaker tests was significantiy 

different. The non-parametric analysis of variance showed that the 

apparent differences in average metal contents were not significantly 

different at a probabiUty of 95% (Table 3). 

SUfer (1996) compared the average total metal concentration in 4 

scar samples and in 7 waste rock samples. Based on the apparent 

differences in the average total metal concentration, SUfer concluded that 

waste rock had higher total concentrations of manganese and zinc. A 

non-parametric analysis of variance (Table 4) indicates that the scar and 

waste rock samples are not significantiy different in total aluminum, 

manganese or zinc. The hydrothermal scar samples are higher in total 

iron. In water contacting sediment or rock material, the concentration of 

the metals (iron, aluminum, manganese, and zinc) is not strongly 

affected by total metal content. Therefore, even if scar and waste rock 

samples had differed in total metals, this cannot be used to infer that 

water contacting these materials would differ in metal concentration. 

3. All available geochemical data from scar and mine rock shaker tests, 

and surface water in contact with scars or mine rock, were combined 

with the observed chemistry of seeps, and the Red River on solubility 

diagrams (Figure 11 through 15). Analyses ofthe data from cUl sources 

indicates that the pH of the samples is the primary factor that controls 

the metal concentration. Metal levels are highest at low pH in water in 

contact with waste rock or scars; in seeps; or in the Red River. Samples 

of waste rock and scars had wide range of pH and metal levels from each 

of these sources showed significant overlap due to the range in observed 

pH. Differences in the concentration of zinc and manganese in water 

contacting waste rock or scars, even if statistically significant, would not 

cause water from waste rock to have higher zinc or manganese levels if it 

reached the Red River. Samples coUected by SRK were waters in direct 

11 



April 23 , 1997 Expert Report - Dr. William M. Schafer 

contact with waste rock or scar material, and thus are representative of 

surface runoff. Surface water from waste rock piles that is alleged to 

impact the Red River would infUtrate through the waste rock, continue to 

migrate downward in natural sediments until it mixed wdth the local 

groundwater system. After mixing, the seepage could potentially migrate 

downgradient until in entered the Red River. Bedrock units near the 

Molycorp mine, especially andesite and aplite, contains a significant 

amount of carbonate material. As acidic water travels through such 

bedrock or alluvial sediments a number of chemical reactions occur that 

tend to slow the rate of travel of some constituents (especially acidity, 

aluminum and iron) whUe barely affecting the rate of flow of other 

constituents (Uke TDS). As a result, aluminum, iron and acidity that 

may exit a waste rock pile would not be expected to travel quickly 

through underlying bedrock or alluvium. The capacity of bedrock or 

alluvial materials to attenuate metals and acidity wiU be exhausted only 

after a great number of decades or centuries so that all constituents 

including metals can travel at an equal rate. Therefore, the rate of travel 

of metals leached from hydrothermal scars (which have existed for 

millennia) would be expected to be faster than from waste rock areas. 

Consequently, differences in the chemistry of water in contact with waste 

rock versus scar material do not indicate that seepage fed from these 

sources can be reliably distinguished based on subtie differences in 

metal concentration measured in the Red River. 

4. Figures 11, 12 and 13 illustrate the concentrations of sulfate, aluminum 

and iron in the Red River, in seeps, and in waters in contact with natural 

scar material and with mine rock. In addition, a geochemical model 

(Phreeqc, Parkhurst 1995) was used to calculate the theoretical 

concentration of these constituents that would occur in equUibrium with 

particular minerals. Sulfate concentration in acidic seeps and waters 

contacting scars and mine rock indicate that gypsum may be present. 

Gypsum is not in equilibrium with Red River water since measured 

sulfate levels are much lower than the gypsum solubility curve. 

Aluminum and iron minerals (boehmite and amorphous ferrihydrite) 

appear to control the solubility of iron and aluminum in seeps, waters 

12 
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contacting scars and mine rock, and in the Red River. This fact indicates 

that the pH of the surface and groundwater system determines the 

resulting aluminum and iron concentration. Consequently, apparent 

changes in dissolved aluminum and iron levels in either surface or 

groundwater can not identify the waste rock piles as a source of these 

metals. The solubiUty of manganese and zinc was not modeled in 

Phreeqc. The solubiUty of manganese is strongly affected by the degree 

of oxidation (the redox potential) and solubiUty varies widely over the 

range of redox conditions commonly observed in surface water and 

shaUow groundwater at the Questa mine site. The solubUity of zinc was 

not modeled because wUlemite, a zinc sUicate, is often the least soluble 

mineral in natural waters. In order to predict the concentration of zinc 

in water in contact with wiUemite, the pH and dissolved sUica 

concentrations must be known and no data are available for the 

dissolved silica concentration. 

4.4 Determining the Contributions of Acidic Inflows to the Red 
River 

1. The change in flow and surface chemistry in the reach of Red River 

adjacent to the Molycorp mine can be used to back-calculate the average 

chemistry of influent water. Reports from Williams, Mink, and Kelsey 

contend that most of the water flowing into the Red River from this reach 

is mine-affected. Additionally, the reports argue that the mine-affected 

water is acidic and contains highly elevated levels of metals. 

2.1 used data from 1965, 1988, 1992 and 1995 to calculate the average 

characteristics of water inflows to the Red River adjacent to the mine 

(Table 5). The average pH of inflow water is near-neutral and the average 

inflow is moderately alkaUne. Consequently, it is clear that the water 

flowing into the Red River in this reach is not strongly acidic. The inflow 

which averages 3.7 cfs is probably a mixture of alkaUne and low TDS 

groundwater, and a small proportion of acidic water, which may explain 

the average total aluminum, iron, manganese and zinc calculated for 

water flowing into this reach. Based on proportional weighted averaging 

of the influent chemistry with typical acidic and non-acidic waters, acidic 

13 
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water represents less than 10% of the total flow into the Red River along 

this reach. Natural hydrothermal scars occurring along this reach could 

easUy contribute this amount of flow (0.37 cfs or 166 gpm). At a typical 

groundwater recharge rate of 0.25 feet/year, only 66 acres of scar areas 

would be needed to contribute this amount of flow. There are 160 acres of 

undisturbed hydrothermal scars in the basin along this reach of the Red 

River based on maps produced by SRK (1995). 

3. Phreeqc (Parkhurst 1995) was used to investigate the potential 

contribution of acidic water to the Red River. Data from the 1995 surface 

water sampling (Woodward Clyde 1996) were used for this model because 

complete ion analyses were completed on these samples. Water sampled 

at the mouth of Hanson Creek and water flovidng at Cabin Springs were 

each used as "typical" acidic waters. Hanson Creek is a natural acidic 

source while Cabin Springs may be either natural or mine-affected. A 

water sample from Red River upgradient of the town of Red River was 

used to represent natural runoff or seepage unaffected by either scar 

areas or the mine. Acid water and unaffected river water were mixed in 

varying percentages, and the resulting zinc and sulfate levels were 

compared to downgradient Red River water. The resulting graphs can be 

graphically interpreted to show that acidic seepage represents only 2 to 

4.5% of the total flow in the Red River basin, or 0.6 to 1.35 cfs at an 

average flow of 30 cfs. This amount of flow would be contributed from an 

"acidic" area of 108 to 244 acres with an average groundwater recharge of 

0.25 feet/year. The area ofthe basin covered by hydrothermal scars is 

much larger than this etrea, and likely accounts for the loading observed 

in the Red River both before and after mining. 

4.5 Chemical Dynamics in Surface Waters Impacted by Acidic 
Seeps 

1. Most available data used to calculate mass loads were collected during 

"baseflow" periods. Baseflow refers to the time when the majority of water 

in a stream is contributed by groundwater inflows, as opposed to the 

runoff period when most flow is contributed by surface runoff. Peak 

runoff rates occur in the Red River (Figure 10) during snowmelt or in 

14 
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response to summer thunderstorms. 

Large increases in mass load can occur during runoff periods, 

especiaUy if the flow regime is great enough to scour the streambed and 

remove precipitated metals that have accumulated in the bed. Mass load 

and flow at the Ranger Station were measured by Smolka and Tague 

(1989) four times after a September, 1988 rainstorm event. As flow 

decreased from 140 to 30 cfs, sulfate loads decreased by 4 to 5 times. 

Loads of iron, manganese and zinc decreased 10 times, and aluminum 

loads decreased 100 times. In many streams that are biologically 

impaired due to metals input, the impact occurs during high flow periods 

when metals are flushed into the river or when precipitates are re-

suspended. Fish kiUs on the Clark Fork River in Montana have been 

described after large summer thunderstorms. In 1988, Bitter Creek (4 

miles above the mine) was the only station that exceeded EPA aquatic Ufe 

standards for metals (Smolka and Tague 1989). If biological impairment 

occurs mostiy due to runoff of acidic water during high flow conditions, 

then the impairment cannot be attributed to the mine, because surface 

runoff from mine facUities does not reach the Red River. 

2. Changes in the mass load or concentration of constituents in water in a 

downstream direction (or through time) is often used a means of 

identifying potential sources of input (such as from a mine). Williams 

relied on a comparison of concentrations in the Red River measured in 

1965 and in 1988 to conclude that the mine had caused an increase in 

loading. Other referenced reports including SUfer (1995), simUarly rely 

on analysis of concentrations in the Red River as a means of assessing 

load increases. 

3. A mass load model implicitly assumes that the constituents analyzed are 

"conservative", meaning that they are not stored at any point within the 

system. Similarly, flux between surface water and alluvial groundwater 

can complicate the analysis of mass load data. Some constituents such 

as TDS are chemically conservative. However, most metals, and 

especially iron and aluminum, often are not conservative. 

0 
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4. In 1962 Theobald and others described the mixing of an acidic and an 

alkaline stream in Colorado. After mixing, a number of metals including 

iron, aluminum, and manganese were removed from the surface water 

system and were deposited as a sediment layer on the streambed. Large 

quantities of other metcUs were removed from solutions. Iron and 

manganese oxyhydroxides are weU known for their abiUty to adsorb a 

wide variety of metals and scavenge them from solution. Johnson (1986) 

described the adsorption of copper and zinc on iron oxyhydroxides in the 

Camon River in England. Chapman and others (1983) amd Chapman 

(1982) developed models to predict the transport of metals in natural 

waters comprised of mixtures of acidic and alkaUne water. The model 

describes the complex interaction of dissolved metals, bed sediments, 

and suspended metals in streams. Runkel and others (1996) and 

Bencala and others (1990) describe the transport of metals in streams 

affected by input of acidic water. Metals moved more slowly than 

predicted due to interaction with bed sediments. 

AU of the research cited above describe a number of complex 

processes that affect metal transport. Based on these studies, changes 

in metal concentrations within a river system can be attributed to a 

number of factors including deposition in the streambed, resuspension of 

previously deposited precipitates, adsorption onto bed sediments or 

dissolution from bed sediments. Consequently, changes in concentration 

in metals in the Red River cannot be reliably attributed to the Molycorp 

mine without proper consideration of these processes. When surface 

water data are properly interpreted, there is no indication that the 

Molycorp Mine currently or at any time has contributed metal loads to 

the Red Fiiver. 
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Table 1. Chemical characterist ics of potential sources of flow to the Red 
River. 

Inflow source Surface or 
Groundwater 

Chemical characteristics 

Unmineralized areas 

Hydrothermal scars 

Molycorp mine 

Surface water neutral pH, alkaline, low TDS water sinfiilar 
to Columbine Creek (Woodward Clyde 
1995) 

Groundwater neutral pH, alkaline, low to moderate TDS 
water represented by baseflow above Red 
River 

Surface water variable pH, sulfate, TDS and metals 
presented by samples in Table 2.1 (SRK 
1994) 

Groundwater represented by background seep sample. 
in SRK (1994), but pH, sulfate, TDS and 
metals are widely variable 

Surface water Surface runoff controlled by mine. 
Groundwater groundwater contributions adjacent to the 

Red River may be affected by the mine or 
by hydrothermal scars. Existing data do not 
differentiate between these sources 
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Table 2. Analysis of variance for surface water in contact with 
hydrothermal scars and with mine rock (data from SRK 1995). 

Comparison of Dissolved Metals in Water Contacting 
Hydrothermal Scars (Type = 1) and Mine Rock (Type = 2) 

Reference SRK (1995) 

Descriptive Statistics 

AL_MGPKU 
FE_MGPKG 

MN_MGPKG 
ZN_MGPKG 
SITETYPE 

N Mean 
7184.5455 
41948.18 
318.9273 

92.1182 
1.3636 

Std. 
Deviation 

4786.2352 
41046.46 
289.7890 
159.4162 

.5045 

Minimum 
1910.00 
7830.00 

17.70 

20.80 
1.00 

Maximum 
18900.00 
156000.0 

1080.00 

569.00 
2.00 
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Kruskal-Wallis Tests 

Ranks 

AL_MUI-'KL; 

FE_MGPKG 

MN_MGPKG 

ZN_MGPKG 

SITETYPE 
1.UU 
2.00 

Total 

1.00 
2.00 

Total 

1.00 
2.00 

Total 

1.00 
2.00 

Total 

N 
7 
4 

11 

7 
4 

11 

7 
4 

11 

7 
4 

11 

Mean 
Rank 

5.57 
6.75 

4.29 
9.00 

7.14 
4.00 

7.00 
4.25 

Test Statistics^'" 

(jm-bquare 

df 

Asymp. Sig. 

AL MGPKG 
.321 

1 

.571 

FE MGPKG 
5.143 

1 

.023 

MN MGPKG 
2.286 

1 

.131 

ZN MGPKG 
1.750 

1 
.186 

a- Kruskal Wallis Test 

b Grouping Variable: SITETYPE 
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Mann Whitney Tests 

Ranks 

AL_ML;MKL; 

FE_MGPKG 

MN_MGPKG 

ZN_MGPKG 

SITETYPE 
1.UU 
2.00 

Total 

1.00 
2.00 

Total 

1.00 
2.00 

Total 

1.00 
2.00 

Total 

N 

7 
4 

11 

7 
4 

11 

7 
4 

11 

7 
4 

11 

Mean 
Rank 

5.57 
6.75 

4.29 
9.00 

7.14 
4.00 

7.00 
4.25 

Sum of 
Ranks 

39.00 
27.00 

30.00 
36.00 

50.00 
16.00 

49.00 
17.00 

Test Statistics*" 

Mann-wmtney 
U 
Wilcoxon W 

Z 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Exact Sig. 
[2*(1-tailed 
Sig.)] 

AL MGPKG 

11.000 

39.000 
-.567 

.571 

.648^ 

FE_MGPKG 

2.000 

30.000 

-2.268 

.023 

.024^ 

MN MGPKG 

6.000 

16.000 

-1.512 

.131 

.164^ 

ZN MGPKG 

7.000 

17.000 

-1.323 

.186 

.230^ 

^ Not corrected for ties. 

b- Grouping Variable: SITETYPE 
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Table 3 . Analysis of variance for shaker tes t data for samples of material 
from hydrothermal scars and mine rock (data from SRK 1995). 

Comparison of Dissolved Metals in Shaker tests of Samples 
from Hydrothermal Scars (Type = 1) and Mine Rock (Type - 2) 

Reference SRK (1995) 

Descriptive Statistics 

ALUMINUM 
H_ION 
IRON 
MANGANESE 
SULFATE 
TDS 
ZING 
TYPE 

N 
23 
48 
22 
23 
10 
47 

23 
48 

Mean 
ly. 16261 

2.7E-04 
12.08318 
3.100043 
914.7100 
564.2553 
.4275217 
1.583333 

Std. 
Deviation 
35.91286 

5.7E-04 
46.95729 
5.814834 
790.9921 
613.1024 
.8166208 
.4982238 

Minimum 
.02000 

O.OE+00 
.03000 
.00600 

68.10000 
10.00000 

.00500 
1.00000 

Maximum 
133.0000 

2.3E-03 
221.0000 
20.90000 
2830.000 
2000.000 

3.26000 
2.00000 
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Kruskal-Wallis Tests 

Ranks 

ALUMINUM 

HJON 

IRON 

MANGANESE 

SULFATE 

TDS 

ZINC 

TYPE 
1.0(3(300 
2.00000 

Total 

1.00000 
2.00000 
Total 

1.00000 
2.00000 
Total 

1.00000 
2.00000 
Total 

1.00000 
2.00000 
Total 

1.00000 
2.00000 
Total 

1.00000 
2.00000 

Total 

N 
11 
12 

23 
20 
28 
48 
11 
11 
22 
11 
12 
23 

1 
9 

10 
20 
27 
47 
11 
12 
23 

Mean 
Rank 

10.23 
13.63 

27.15 
22.61 

10.73 
12.27 

10.09 
13.75 

2.00 
5.89 

19.27 
27.50 

11.36 
12.58 

Sum of 
Ranks 

112.S0 
163.50 

543.00 
633.00 

118,00 
135.00 

111.00 
165.00 

2.00 
53.00 

385.50 
742.50 

125.00 
151.00 

(jni-tjquare 
df 
Asymp. Sig. 

ALUMINUM 
1.455 

1 
.226 

H ION 
1.235 

1 
.266 

Test statistics^" 

IRON 
.315 

1 
.575 

MANGANESE 
1.571 

1 
.196 

SULFATE 
1.485 

1 
.223 

TDS 
4.140 

1 
.042 

ZINC 
.185 

1 
.666 

3- Kruskal Wallis Test 

b Grouping Variable: TYPE 
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Mann Whitney Tests 

Ranks 

ALUMINUM 

H_ION 

IRON 

MANGANESE 

SULFATE 

TDS 

ZINC 

TYPE 

1.0U(JU(J 
2.00000 

Total 

1.00000 

,2.00000 

Total 

1.00000 

2.00000 

Total 

1.00000 

2.00000 

Total 

1.00000 

2.00000 

Total 

1.00000 

2.00000 

Total 

1.00000 

2.00000 

Total 

N 

H 
12 

23 

20 

28 

48 

11 

11 

22 

11 

12 

23 

1 

9 

10 

20 

27 

47 

11 

12 

23 

Mean 
Rank 

10.23 
13.63 

27.15 

22.61 

10.73 

12.27 

10.09 

13.75 

2.00 

5.89 

19,27 

27.50 

11.36 

12.58 

Test statistics" 

Mann-Whitney 
U 
Wilcoxon W 
Z 
Asymp, Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Exact Sig. 
[2*(1-tailed 
Sig.)] 

ALUMINUM 

46.500 

112.500 
-1.211 

.226 

,235' 

H ION 

227.000 

633.000 
-1.111 

.266 

IRON 

52.000 

118.000 
-.561 

,575 

,606' 

MANGANESE 

45,000 

111,000 
-1.293 

.196 

.211' 

SULFATE 

1,000 

2.000 
-1.219 

.223 

.400' 

TDS 

175,500 

385,500 
-2.035 

.042 

ZINC 

59,000 

125,000 
-,431 

,666 

.695' 

3- Not corrected for ties, 

b Grouping Variable: TYPE 
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Table 4. Analysis of variance for total metals in samples of hydrothermal 
scars and mine rock (data from Slifer 1996). 

Non Parametric Tests 

Comparison of Total Metals in Hydrothermal Scars (Type = 1) 
and in Mine Rock (Type = 2) 

Descriptive Statistics 

ACIUIIY 
ALUMINUM 
EC 
IRON 
MANGANESE 
SULFATE 
ZINC 
TYPE 

N 
ly 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 

Mean 
3001.412 

349.12 
4547.65 

227.24 
124.53 

3747.12 
22.00 

1.53 

Std. 
Deviation 
3/'y9./'53 

495.72 
3213.87 

305.93 
223.81 

3443.09 
40.89 

.51 

Minimum 
326.00 

4 
1350 

1 
2 

735 
0 
1 

Maximum 
12200.00 

1850 
12300 

836 
777 

12700 
130 

2 

Reference Slifer (1995) 
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Kruskal-Wallis Tests 

Ranks 

TYPE 
ACIL3IIV 1 

2 
Total 

ALUMINUM 1 
2 
Total 

EC 1 
2 
Total 

IRON 1 
2 
Total 

MANGANESE 1 
2 
Total 

SULFATE 1 
2 
Total 

ZINC 1 
2 
Total 

N 
8 
9 

17 
8 
9 

17 

8 
9 

17 
8 
9 

17 
8 
9 

17 
8 
9 

17 
8 
9 

17 

Mean 
Rank 

9.38 
8.67 

8,88 
9.11 

9.00 
9.00 

10.44 
7.72 

7.19 

10.61 

8.75 
9.22 

7.94 
9.94 

Sum of 
Ranks 

ys.oo 
78.00 

71.00 
82.00 

72.00 
81.00 

83.50 
69.50 

57.50 
95.50 

70.00 
83.00 

63.50 
89.50 

Test s ta t i s t i cs ' " 

um-bquare 
df 
Asymp. Sig. 

ACIDITY 
.083 

1 
.773 

ALUMINUM 
.009 

1 
.923 

EC 
.000 

1 
1.000 

IRON 
1.225 

1 
.268 

MANGANESE 
1.952 

1 
.162 

SULFATE 
.037 

1 
.847 

ZINC 
.678 

1 
.410 

a- Kruskal Wallis Test 

b Grouping Variable: TYPE 
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Mann Whitney Tests 

Ranks 

TYPE 
ACIUIIY 1 

2 
Total 

ALUMINUM 1 
2 
Total 

EC 1 
2 
Total 

IRON 1 
2 
Total 

MANGANESE 1 
2 
Total 

SULFATE 1 
2 
Total 

ZINC 1 
2 
Total 

N 
8 
9 

17 
8 
9 

17 
8 
9 

17 

8 
9 

17 
8 
9 

17 
8 
9 

17 
8 

9 
17 

Mean 
Rank 

9.38 
8.67 

8.88 
9.11 

9.00 
9.00 

10.44 
7.72 

7.19 
10.61 

8.75 
9.22 

7.94 
9.94 
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Table 5. Calculated flow rate and chemistry of inflow to the Red River for 
the reach adjacent to the Molycorp mine. 

Date Flow' pH Alkalinity 

Cfs su (mg/L) 

Nov, 1965 

Nov, 1965 

Nov, 1970 

Oct, 1988 

Oct, 1992 

Nov, 1995 

Average' 

9.3 

4.3 

-1.5 

4.0 

3.2 

3.1 

3.7 

7.88 

7.67 

7.00 

6.55 

6.59 

6.94 

6.94 

45.7 

18.4 

96.3 

-81.5 

88.1 

-58.2 

-8.3 

Notes to Table 

1 - The average inflow chemistry was computed for 1965 assuming no flow in Columbine Creek and 5 cfs of 
flow. The calculated chemistry in 1970 represents the average water flowing out ofthe Red River, 
since in this year it was a losing reach. 

2 - The average composition is based on 1965, 1988, 1992, and 1995 data. The data from 1970 were not used 
because the Red River was a losing reach in that year. 
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1978 Annual Hydrograph Red River near Questa 
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Figure 1. Hydrograph and estimated baseflow for the Red River near Questa in 1978. 



1984 An n u a l Hydrograph Red River near Questa 
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Figure 2, Hydrograph and estimated baseflow for the Red River near Questa in 1984. 



Red River Total Dissolved Solids Mass Load 
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Figure 3a. Total Dissolved Solid (TDS) mass load in the Red River for several dates of measurement (1965 to 1995). 



Red River Total Dissolved Solids Concentration 

300 

s 
.s 

CO 

p 

•Nov, 1965 (26.3 cfs) 

Nov, 1970 (11.2 cfs) 

Oct, 1988 (30 cfs) 

Oct, 1992 (25 cfs) 

4-Nov, 1995 (27 cfs) 

A A A A A A Higliway Mile Marker 

i 
t 

I 0 3 3 
C g- if 

5 u o 

i i I 
CO CQ " ^ 

s s ^ 

0 5 
1 CO 

to 
I 

5 
c 
IS 

lu 

I 

? o I o 

Figure 3b. Total Dissolved Solid (TDS) concentration in the Red River for several dates of measurement (1965 to 1995), 



Red River Sulfate Mass Load 
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Figure 4. Sulfate mass load in the Red River for several dates of measurement (1965 to 1995). 
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Figure 5. Alkalinity mass load in the Red River for several dates of measurement (1965 to 1995). 
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Figure 6. Aluminum mass load in the Red River for several dates of measurement (1965 to 1995). 
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Figure 7. Iron mass load in the Red River for several dates of measurement (1965 to 1995). 
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Figure 8. Manganese mass load in the Red River for several dates of measurement (1965 to 1995). 
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Figure 9. Zinc mass load in the Red River for several dates of measurement (1965 to 1995). 
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Figure 10. Mass loads in the Red River at the USGS station near Questa for several September and October, 1988, 



Red River Source Identification 
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Figure 11. Concentration of sulfate in the Red River, seeps, and in potential sources. 
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Figure 12. Concentration of aluminum in the Red River, seeps, and in potential sources. 
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Figure 13. Concentration of iron in the Red River, seeps, and in potential sources. 
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Figure 14. Concentration of manganese in the Red River, seeps, and in potential sources. 
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Figure 15. Concentration of zinc in the Red River, seeps, and in potential sources. 



Mixing Hansen Creek with Upstream Waters 
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Figure 16. Model of various mixtures of Red River water above Hanson Creek with acidic Hanson Creek water as compared with 
downstream water. 



Mixing Cabin Springs with Upstream Waters 
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Figure 17. Model of various mixtures of Red River water above Hanson Creek with Cabin Springs water as compared with downstream 
water. 
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UITMTJ 
Schafer & Associates 
865 Technology Blvd, 
P.O Box 6186 
Bozeman, MT 59715 
(406) 587-3478 
(406) 587-0331 (Fax) 
bschafer@avicom. net 

P O S I T I O N 

POSIT ION: 

D E S C R I P T I O N 

PRINCIPAL - SCHAFER AND ASSOCIATES 

Dr. Schafer oversees a multi-disciplinary staff of scientists, engineers, and suppoil 
staff. He is responsible for technical direction of projects, project team staffing, and 
office management. Dr. Schafer specializes in soil geochemistry, vadose zone and 
groundwater hydrology, and mine reclamation. 

P R O F E S S I O N A L E X P E R I E N C E 

SCHAFER & ASSOCIATES: 1985 TO PRESENT 

Mining Services: Seized as project manager or technical director for over 200 
projects involving the environmental aspects of mining. Projects have included 
prediction, prevention, and control of acid rock drainage (ARD); mine closure including 
reclamation of waste rock, tailings, and spent ore piles; decommissioning of spent ore 
material; baseline studies in support of permit applications; groundwater and vadose 
zone monitoring programs. Extensive regulatory experience in the western US 
including Nevada, Montana, South Dakota, Colorado, New Mexico, Idaho, Utah, 
Washington and Arizona. 

Solid and Hazardous Waste: Managed or directed numerous CERCLA investigations 
including RI/FS activities at several mining sites. Developed and implemented 
numerous work plans and planning documents to support site characterization, 
treatability studies, and risk assessments. Responsible for development and 
evaluation of the performance of in-situ remediation techniques for inorganic mine 
waste at CERCLA sites. Experienced in conducting fate and transport analysis of 
migration from a variety of contaminant sources. Conducted numerous field 
investigations using a variety of field screening techniques including soil gas surveys 
and X-ray fluorescence determination of soil lead, arsenic, copper, zinc, and chromium 
levels. Worked on a number of regional landfill sites involving siting, permitting, and 
groundwater monitoring. 
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Professional Resume 

Project Management: Successfully managed over 300 projects in the environmental 
sciences concerning hazardous waste (under CERCLA, SARA, and RCRA); solid 
waste landfills; disturbed land reclamation; baseline studies for mine and facility 
permitting; reclamation of abandoned mines; surface water, groundwater and vadose 
zone monitoring; soil investigations; contract R&D; delivery of educational 
short-courses; and services in support of litigation. 

Soil Investigations: Conducted a number of soil survey investigations in support of 
mine permitting and planning, major facility siting, irrigation development, basir>wide 
erosion prediction and control, and salinity control. Numerous small-scale soil 
investigations have been performed for on-site waste treatment system siting and 
design; for land application/ treatment of liquid and solid wastes; litigation support for 
industrial damage claims; and in support of archaeological investigations. 

Expert Testimony: Served as an expert witness for several cases involving the 
environmental effects of mining; acid-rock drainage; alleged contamination of surface 
water or groundwater with metals salinity and organic compounds; and Clean Water 
Act violations. Provided expert reports, sworn testimony, and depositions in lawsuits, 
and administrative hearings. 

E D U C A T I O N 

Montana State University 1979 to 1984 
Bozeman, Montana 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

Served as an Assistant Professor of Soil Science at Montana State University until 
1984. Responsibilities included teaching, extension, and research in reclamation of 
disturbed areas, land resource management, and dryland and irrigated agriculture. 
Developed and delivered a number of professional short courses on vadose zone 
monitoring, cyanide heap leaching, underground storage system installer certification, 
groundwater impacts of petroleum exploration, control of dryland salinity, fertilization of 
small grains and forages, and salinity and sodium control under irrigation. 

Montana State University 1976 to 1979 
Bozeman, Montana 

P H . D . IN S O I L SCIENCE 

Dissertation Topic: Completed an evaluation of the land capability of soils on reclaimed 
surface coal-mined areas throughout the Northern Great Plains. 
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University of California at Davis 1974 to 1975 
David, California 

M.S. IN S O I L SCIENCE 

Thesis Topic: Developed a technique to measure the shrink-swell potential of soils in 
the Central Valley of California, and to predict the hazard for construction. 

Colorado State University 1971 to 1974 
Fort Collins, Colorado 

B.S. IN W A T E R S H E D SCIENCE 

P R O F E S S I O N A L D E V E L O P M E N T 

1984 O N - S I T E W A S T E SYSTEM DESIGN 

( U N I V OF W A S H I N G T O N ) 

1986 UNDERGROUND STORAGE S Y S T E M S 

(NWWA COURSE) 

1987 OSHA HEALTH AND SAFETY 

FOR SUPERFUND W O R K E R S (40 HOUR) 

1988 OSHA HEALTH AND SAFETY FOR SUPERFUND SITE MANAGERS 

(WEX, 8 HR. COURSE) 

1990 OSHA HEALTH AND SAFETY REFRESHER 

(8-HOUR) 

1991 IBM PC APPL ICATIONS IN GROUNDWATER POLLUTION AND HYDROLOGY 

(6 -DAY N W W A COURSE) 

1991 FIELD X - R A Y FLUORESCENCE TRAIN ING 

(SPECTRACE INSTRUMENTS, FORT COLL INS, C O L O R A D O ) 

O R G A N I Z A T I O N S 

Professional improvement maintained through active involvement in professional 
societies (ASTM, National Water Well Association, Society of Mining Engineers, Soil 
Science Society of America). More than 50 articles, papers, and book chapters have 
been authored in professional publications, and in Symposia Proceedings 
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P U B L I C A T I O N S 

SYMPOSIA PUBLICATIONS 

Schafer, W.M., Tom Grady, and Chris Luckay. 1997. Control of Tailings Oxidation Rate 
Using Tailings Placement Methods. Fourth International Conf. on Acid Mine Drainage 

Spotts, E., W. M. Schafer, T.S. Mitchell and CF. Luckay. 1997. Decreasing Surface Runoff 
Metal Loads from Historic Tailings Using In-Situ Liming and Reclamation Techniques. 
Fourth International Conf. on Acid Mine Drainage 

Spotts, E., W.M. Schafer, CF. Luckay and T.S. Mitchell. 1996. Determination of Runoff Metal 
Loading from Reclaimed and Unreclaimed Tailings. Colorado State University Tailing 
and Mine Waste 1997 

Spotts, E., W. M. Schafer, C F. Luckay, and T. S. Mitchell, W. M. Schafer, C F. Luckay, and 
T. S. Mitchell. 1996. Determination of runoff metal loading from reclaimed and 
unreclaimed tailings. Billings Conference 

Schafer, W.M., Chris Luckay, Lisa Kirk, Troy Smith, Steve Smith and Fess Foster. 1996. 
Hydrologic Evaluation of Acid Rock Drainage Controls in a Sulfide-Enriched Waste 
Rock Pile. Fourth International Symposium on Environmental issues and Waste 
Management in Energy and Mineral Production 

Schafer, W.M., Thomas Grady, Donald D. Runnells, Chris Luckay, and Ric Jones. 1996. 
Control of Tailings Oxidation Rate Using Spigotting Techniques. Fourth International 
Symposium on Environmental issues and Waste Management in Energy and Mineral 
Production. Cagliari, Italy 

Spotts, E., W.M. Schafer, T.S. Mitchell and CF. Luckay. 1996. Effect of IN-SITU Liming and 
Reclamation at Decreasing Surface Runoff Metal Loads from Clark Fork River Tailings. 
Colorado State University Tailings and Mine Waste Conference, Febraury, 1997. Fort 
Collins, CO 

David A. King, Christopher F. Luckay, and William M. Schafer. 1996. Monitoring 
InstrumentationforAssessing ARD Developmental Mine Sites SME Annual Meeting 
and Exhibit 

Kirk, LB., William M. Schafer, James Volberding and Scott Kranz. 1996. Mine Lake 
Geochemical Predication for the SPJV McDonald Project Billings Symposium pg 
393-403 

Spotts, E., and William Schafer. 1996. The Use of Kinetic Test Data to Develop Site-Specific 
Criteria for Acid Generation Potential - An Overview of Results from Several Mines. 
Whitefish Conference 

Schafer, W.M., and Edward Spotts. 1996. Fate and Transport of Metals from Clark Fork 
River Streamside Tailings. Billings Conference 
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Schafer, W.M., Todd Duex , Chris Luckay2, and David King2. 1995. Characterization ofthe 
Contaminant Potential and Remediation Measures in Waste Rock Piles in the US. 
Wismut Waste Rock Remediation Workshop, Chemnitz-Siegmar, Germany, 
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Molycorp, Inc. 
A Unocal Company 
Questa Division 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 
Telephone: (505) 586-0212 

UNOCAL® 
MOLYCORP 

Certified Mail - Return Receipt Requested 

September 15, 1998 

Mr. Scott Wilson . . 
NPDES Pennits Branch (6WQ-P) f̂  r ; ̂  - r : "̂  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

" 1 ' 
. J H 

*^. 

Re: Molycorp, Inc. Renewal Application for NPDE^ Pennit No. 
NM0022306; Comments on Report by Mr. David Abshire 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

Molycorp, Inc. ("Molycorp") and its consultants have completed their 
review of Mr. David Abshire's report prepared for the NPDES Permits 
Branch: "Report on Hydrological Connection Associated with Molycorp 
Mining Activity, Questa, NM" by David Abshire, Geologist, USEPA, Region 
6 (February 13, 1998) (hereinafter, "Abshire Report"). Mr. Abshire has 
done an admirable job under difficult circumstances of reviewing a large 
amount of data from technical reports in a very short time. He could 
spend only a portion of one day at the mine site, where he was 
accompanied by mine personnel and several persons representing the 
New Mexico Environment Department. 

The report is intended to be a scientific analysis, but at one point it 
repeats the legal views of unknown persons. In the Executive Summary of 
the report, Mr. Abshire wrote that "A documented ground water 
hydrological connection between a source and surface water discharge 
may be viewed as a conduit; or a discernible, confined, and discrete 
conveyance." (Abshire Report at iii, emphasis added) When we asked Mr. 
Abshire about that statement, he told us that he carefully chose the 
words "may be viewed," and told us that those views were not his, but 
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had been urged upon him by others - apparently persons outside the 
Agency. We disagree with these views. 

We have prepared the following comments on the Abshire Report. We 
have separated our comments into two categories: (1) substantive issues 
and (2) correcting specific errors. 

Substantive Issues 

The impact of underground mine de-watering on surface water and 
ground water flows at the mine site has been largely omitted from the 
Abshire Report. De-watering of the underground mine has created a 
substential cone of depression, with its southem capture zone extending 
close to the Red River. Molycorp has submitted to EPA supporting 
documentation and ground water monitoring data demonstrating this 
effect. 1 

The caved area is one part of the system that forms a single, large cone of 
depression in the mine area. Compare Abshire Report at 14. The caved 
area's interception of ground water and run off is due to changes in 
potentiometric surface trends created by underground mining. Once 
captured, the water in the caved area will not reach the river because of 
water flow reversal, combined with the fact that the caved area has a 
lower elevation than the river. Compare Abshire Report at 14. 

The water balance studies and observations provide further proof of the 
existence of a large cone of depression. The underground mine collects 
runoff and seepage waters from Capulin Canyon, runoff and seepage 
waters from Goathill Gulch, runoff" and seepage waters from the Open Pit 
and runoff water from the waste rock piles. The total estimated area from 
which runoff, infiltration and seepage waters report to the underground 
mine is 2,300 acres.^ According to water balance calculations conducted 
by TRC Environmental Solutions, Inc. for the 2,300 acre area, 
approximately 313 gallons per minute ("gpm") of water will end up in the 
underground mine's surface capture area.^ The mine collects and pumps 
to the mill to be used as process water an average of 270 gpm of water. 
This collection rate indicates that virtually all of the water in the mine 
capture area is pumped to the surface and does not migrate to the Red 
River. Compare Abshire Report at 21. 

' Ian p. G. Hatdiison: "Questa Mine Site Expert Report" (TRC Eaviranmental Solutioiis Inc.; April 
23, 1997), at 8 (see Figure 3). 
^ Id., at 9 (see Attachment C). 
' /rf.,at9. 
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The speculation that the cone of depression may not affect water in the 
upper valley fill ignores the likelihood of natural discontinuities in the 
clay beneath the valley fill, as well as the impact of fracturing and 
subsided original surface created by underground mining. See Abshire 
Report at 18-19. These features disrupt the semi-confining layers 
underlying the upper valley fill, so dissolved constituent transport to the 
Red River through that fill layer is an unlikely scenario. Such transport 
would be unlikely whether or not the cone of depression underlay the 
valley fill. In fact, the upper valley fill layer does not contain an 
independent aquifer, even outside of the cone of depression. 

The report discusses the relative contributions of naturally occurring 
constituents to the Red River from pulse loading from stormwater runoff 
versus ground water seepage. See Abshire Report at 13. Although 
Molycorp has controlled stormwater runoff at the mine site, elsewhere 
along the river, especially at Hansen Creek and Hot 'n Tot Creek, 
hydrothermal scars contribute large loadings to the river. After a storm 
subsides, the materials remaining in the river channel will continue to 
move downstream and enter the water, due to chemical interchange or 
physical remobilization of precipitates, from the river channel itself. 
Similarly, the mudflows from heavy precipitation will carry, as part of the 
slurry, pyrites and other sulfides to the river. They will continue to be 
acid sources until they have been entirely oxidized. Compare Abshire 
Report at 13. 

In fact, as the Abshire Report points out (at pages 19-20), fiow in the fan 
delta deposits will conform to the river gradient - it will move in the fan 
delta deposits and enter the river downriver from where the flows 
originated. We believe that this phenomenon is not localized. Acid 
drainage from hydrothermal scars such as those at Hanson Creek and 
Hot 'n Tot will flow through the gravel alluvial deposits into the river far 
downstream from the source. Thus acid drainage from these upriver 
scars may appear in the river (or leave it) at the Molycorp property as they 
enter and leave the alluvial gravel deposits in the stream bed. 

The seeps at the Molycorp property have markedly diminished. This flow 
reduction is probably due to a combination of mine de-watering and the 
pumping of the Columbine supply wells located on the Molycorp mine site 
property south of the Red River. 

To our knowledge, no one has ever done a mass balance comparing 
stormwater and ground water (seepage) contributions of contituents to 
the river. The relative contributions of these sources is unknown. 
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In general, the report does not give sufficient recognition to the process of 
natural attenuation at the Questa mine area. Rocks in the immediate 
area of the mine and the surrounding altered zones have anomalous high 
percentages of calcite and various clay minerals. These minerals have 
excellent attenuative properties and capacity. It is evident from the 
mineralogical composition of both the alluvium and the bedrock that the 
attenuative capacity in the general area of the mine site has not been 
exhausted. 

The Moly Tunnel is not a source of contaminated waters. The tunnel has 
been plugged with concrete plugs. A check last winter for water behind 
the concrete plug revealed no significant buildup, so there is no pressure 
that would force water out of the tunnel. The underground workings that 
would drain to the tunnel are dewatered via the new underground 
development. See Abshire Report at 12 (list of possible sources). 

The Sugar Shack waste rock pile catchment basins are also unlikely 
sources of dissolved constituents to the Red River. Water rarely 
accumulates in them. When it does, the rate of infiltration is slow due to 
the accumulation of fines at the basin bottoms; consequently most of the 
accumulated water evaporates. Compare Abshire Report at 15. 

The report assumes that both sides of the river have similar topography, 
so the existence of seeps only on the north side of the river must be due 
to manmade factors which increase recharge to ground water. See 
Abshire Report at 23. In fact: (1) natural seeps occur on both the north 
and south sides of the river; and (2) storage of water within the waste rock 
piles, and subsequent evaporation of that water, may decrease ground 
water recharge relative to natural conditions. Compare Abshire Report at 
17. In addition, water is released at a different rate on the south side of 
the river; spring snowmelt is slower because the slope receives less-direct 
sunlight. 

The report also concludes (at page 17) that the upper valley fill layer 
should be saturated below and downgradient of the WRDs due to 
recharge. In fact, whether the valley fiU is saturated depends simply on 
whether its holding capacity is filled with water. Most evidence indicates 
that the upper valley fill is unsaturated. 

The report (at page 3) cites numerous studies of the condition of the Red 
River since 1966, but omits any mention ofthe 1997 report by Chadwick 
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Ecological Consultants, Inc. ("Chadwick")."* To our knowledge the 
Chadwick study is the only biological assessment of the Red River based 
on an analysis of the biological data for the river over time. Chadwick did 
its own sampling of fish and benthic invertebrates in the Red River 
(between a site upstream of the Town of Red River and a site about one 
third of a mfle upstream of the fish hatchery diversion) in the spring of 
1997. Chadwick also carefully reviewed all available biological data of the 
stream's condition, which went back to 1960. 

Chadwick found that mining had not harmed fish in the Red River 
compared with pre-mining conditions, and that in fact there are more fish 
in the river now than there were in 1960: 

The similarity in the longitudinal trend in fish density between the 
three data collection periods (1960, 1774-1988, 1997) indicates 
that the relative suitabilities of the distinct reaches of the Red 
River to sustain fish populations has not changed substantially 
over this period. This trend is apparently independent of open pit 
mining activities, including the creation of the waste rock piles at 
the Questa Molybdenum Mine. 

Comparisons between baseline fish densities and present 
conditions indicate that, at all corresponding sampling sites 
between 1960 and 1997, there are higher densities of resident 
trout (excluding stocked rainbow trout) at present than during 
baseline conditions. Although sampling methods between the two 
periods were different, this indicates that the suitability of the Red 
River to sustain trout likely has improved over this period. 

Chadwick Report at 64-65. After summarizing the river data for benthic 
invertebrates, Chadwick concluded that "the open pit mine and waste 
rock piles do not appear to have measurably impacted the suitability of 
the Red River to support aquatic biota." Chadwick Report at 66. 

Specific Corrections 

In addition to the foregoing substantive issues, we have the following 
comments on certain specific details in the Abshire Report.. 

^ Chadwick Ecological Consultants, Inc.:"Aquatic Biological Assessment ofthe Red River, New 
Mexico, in the Vicinity ofthe Questa Molybdenum Mine" (April 1997) (Chadwick Repoit). Chadwick 
later prepared a supplemental repoit based on additional biological sampling ofthe River: "FaU 1997 Data 
Addendum, Red River Aquatic Biological Assessment" (February 1998). Both repoits were submitted to 
EPA as part of Molycoip's permit renewal application. 



Mr. Scott Wilson 
September 15, 1998 
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• The tailings pond fluids do not have low pH and high metals 
concentrations and can not be classified as ARD; the pH ranges 
between 7.5 and 7.8. The only metal in slightly elevated 
concentrations - molybdenum - will be mostly removed in an ion 
exchange plant prior to discharge of the water. 

• Chimney drains are a standard construction element of the type of 
dam that we have at Questa. They have no designed environmental 
mitigation function. The Abshire Report relied on a mistaken 
statement by SPRI, which misunderstood the purpose of a chimney 
drain. (See Abshire Report at 2, 8) 

• The mine area does not primarily consist of the mineral P3nite. (See 
Abshire Report at 15) In fact, on an average, it carries only about 
1.0% to 1.5% pyrite. In the area of the erosional scars, the pyrite 
content may reach 5%. All other volcanic rocks of the mine area and 
the altered trend contain pyrite. Pyrite is one of the minerals 
produced during the hydrothermal alteration process, and it occurs 
throughout the southem margin of the Questa Caldera. 

• Only some of the hydrothermal scars contain or are rhyolite; others 
are andesite. The rhyolite in the mine area is likely to have varying 
amounts of minerals, including sulfides. Other volcanic rock types, 
including andesites, contain sulfides. (See Abshire Report at 15-16) 

• The results from spring drainage sample CCS-2 cannot be utilized as 
background water quality because it was taken from outside of the 
zone of alteration, (See Abshire Report at 23) 

• It does not necessarily follow that a greater ground water residence 
time causes greater constituent concentrations. There is no 
connection between residence time and concentrations unless (a) the 
residence location is a source of the constituents; and (b) 
concentrations are not solubility limited and are dissolution rate 
dependent (severely limiting conditions). (See Abshire Report at 26) 

• Mr. Abshire assumes that the rhyolitic erosional scar is a brecciated 
rock, which is easily eroded due to lack of cementation and its highly 
fractured nature. (See Abshire Report at 17). Many scars are not 
brecciated or highly fractured rhyolite and the erodibilty occurs as a 
result of the rapid chemical weathering of the highly sulfidic material 
reducing it to a soil-like material. Erodibility, sulfide content and both 
chemical (heavy metals) and silt yields to Red River contamination are 
therefore closely related and natural processes. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and would be 
happy to discuss this report with you further at your convenience. 
I may be reached at (505) 586-7601. 
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Sincerely, 

David R. Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 

cc: Mr. David C. Abshire 
Ms. Jane B. Watson, Ph.D. 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

OCT 8 

OFFICE OF 
GENERALCOUNSEL 

Grove T. Bumett 
ĵ Vickie Minor 
Westem Environmental Law Center 

•' Southwest OfSce 
P.p. Box 1507 
Taos, NM 87571 

Dear Mr. Bumett and Ms. Minor: 

This letter responds to your August 4, 1998, notice of intent, on behalf of Amigos Bravos 
and New Mexico Citizens for Clean Air and Water (Amigos, et ai), to sue the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") under section 502(a)(2) ofthe Clean Water Act 
("CWA"), 33 U.S.C. § 1365(a)(2). The letter states that Molycorp, Inc. (Molycorp), the owner 
of an open-pit mining operation in the Red River Valley in New Mexico, has, since 1965, 
removed approximately 328 million tons of waste rock which it has placed into piles at the mine 
site. These piles cover 500 acres with hundreds of feet of waste rock. You state that water 
moves through the rock piles and leaches acids, heavy metals, and other pollutants into the 
ground Avater in the aquifers beneath the piles. You contend that the ground water is 
hydrologically connected to seeps along the banks ofthe Red River that are a primary source of 
metals loadings to the Red River. In your view, because Molycorp has no permit to discharge 
from the waste piles, Molycorp is, therefore, violating section 301(a) ofthe CWA and should be 
subject to enforcement action by EPA. 

The letter asserts that EPA must enforce compliance with the CWA with respect to 
Molycorp's waste rock piles. As you know, while EPA has the authority to ensure compliance 
and take enforcement action under section 309 ofthe CWA against violators ofthe statute, the 
CWA does not mandate that EPA must take such action either in every instance of alleged 
noncompLance or in any specific instance of alleged noncompliance. Consequently, you should 
not file a claim against the Agency for breach of an asserted duty to take enforcement action 
because, as discussed below, such a suit would be subject to dismissal for lack of jurisdiction. 

Any decision by EPA conceming compliance by the Molycorp with the CWA is purely 
discretionary and cannot be compelled through a citizen suit. Only those duties which the CWA 
specifically and unequivocally imposes on EPA can furnish a basis for a citizen suit under section 
505(a)(2). Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. Train, 510 F.2d 692, 700 (DC. Cir. 
1975); Sierra Club v. Train, 557 F.2d 485, 488, 491 (5th Cir. 1977); see also Mountain States 
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Legal Found v. Costle, 630 F.2d 754, 766 (10th Cir. 1980). cert, denied. 450 U.S. 1050 
(198 l)(narrowly interpreting a virtually identical Clean Air Act provision). 

In order for the Agency to enforce the CWA most effectively, EPA must have the 
discretion to allocate its limited investigatory and other resources as it finds most appropriate. 
As the United States Supreme Court explained in Heckler v. Chaney, 470 U.S. 821 (1985) at 
831: 

[A]n agency decision not to enforce often involves a complicated balancing of a 
numberoffactors which are peculiarly within its expertise. Thus, the agency must 
not only assess whether a violation has occurred, but whether agency resources are 
best spent on this violation or another, whether the agency is likely to succeed if it 
acts, whether the particular enforcement action required best fits the agency's 
overall policies, and, indeed, whether the agency has enough resources to 
undertake the action at all. 

Further, to the extent that your letter inferentially asserts that EPA, when it issued 
Molycorp's permit in 1993, breached a nondiscretionary duty in failing to limit discharges 
associated with seepage from the waste piles, such a challenge would not be authorized under 
section 505 ofthe CWA. Section 509(b)(1) clearly provides that actions challenging final EPA 
actions on NDPES permits must be brought in a U.S. Court of Appeals within 120 days ofthe 
issuance of a permit. Consequently, the time for challenging Molycorp's permit has long passed, 
and your clients may not attack it collaterally in a citizens suit. 

As you are aware, at the present time, the Agency's Regional Office is currently reviewing 
Molycorp's application for renewal ofits NPDES permit. Among the issues being considered by 
the Agency is, of course, whether discharges from these waste rock piles will require permitting. 
When EPA proposes to re-issue the permit, you may wish at that time to submit comments on the 
proposed permit. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me by telephone at 
(202)260-7715. 

Sincerely, 

Richard T. Witt 
Attorney/Ad visor 

cc: u^enea Ryland, Office of Regional Counsel, Region 6 



^ J c . ^ ^ ^ 

4601 Montano Rd. NW, Apt 116 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87120 

June 3, 1998 

Mr. Dennis Slifer 
New Mexico Environment Department ^ ^ \ 
Surface Water Quality Bureau W ^ \<A% 
P.O. Box 26110 v\V<^^ ^ ^ 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502 î V^ * t ^ ^ ^ 

Dear Dennis: , . r \ w ^ 

I'm sorry it has taken so long to get all this information about our well to you, but you know how 
life tends to get in the way of the best-laid plans.... 

Enclosed are copies of three documents: 

1. A copy ofthe plat for our property, located at mile marker 5 on the North side of NM State 
Highway 38, west of and adjacent to Fagerquist's Cottonwood Park.. David has marked on 
this copy the approximate locations of our well, the three cabins, the Red River in relation to 
the property, and the three monitoring wells Molycorp installed on the edge of our property in 
1997. 

2. A copy ofthe invoice for the drilling ofthe well in 1974, with information about the depth and 
other details ofthe well. 

3. A copy ofthe Water Well Field Test which I mentioned to you. The test was run on February 
16, 1997 from a sample David drew from our well. The sample was taken from a faucet at 
the well head after letting the water run through a garden hose for approximately 2 hours. 
This was to ensure that the sample came from the aquifer and that the casing had been 
thoroughly flushed. Also, at no time since the well was drilled in 1974 were any additives or 
chemicals introduced into the well. Though far from complete, you will note that the test 
results state that the water was highly mineralized with "high sulfite and iron", and that 
potability was considered questionable. 

As we discussed, one or both of us can make ourselves available to be at the Cabins at a time 
convenient for either you or Scott McKitrick to draw another sample from our well. Given all the 
activity surrounding the Molycorp mine and the quite apparent degraded quality of our drinking 
water over the last few years, we feel it imperative that NMED be officially aware of our well and 
its condition, and that a fijll test be done. 

Prior to 1997, tests were performed by the Red River water treatment facility. All tests concluded 
that the water was potable. These were standard tests for coliform bacteria, etc. The most recent 
ofthese tests was performed on September 6, 1994. We do have a copy ofthe results of this test 
if you need to see it. 



The water acquired a noticeable taste not long after the Molycorp mine shut down in 1992-93. At 
that point the mine decided not to pump their tunnels. This resulted in water flooding the tunnels. 
David noticed water seeping from the mountain on the north bank ofthe Red River directly 
behind our cabins shortly after this shutdown and concluded that the mine indeed was not 
pumping their tunnels (During previous shutdowns, this seepage was not visible, apparently due 
to pumping.). The water in the river from the point ofthe seep had a dramatically different 
character from water immediately above the seep. The taste of our well water got progressively 
worse over time and prompted the latest test performed by NMED on February 16, 1997. 

We stopped drinking water from our well over two years ago. We use it now only for bathing 
and washing. For drinking, we and our guests have been using Albuquerque tap water, which we 
bring up, or bottled water purchased from a super market. 

If at all possible, we want the water from our well restored to its original drinkable and good-
tasting condition by whatever means necessary. Drinkability notwithstanding, if the Molycorp 
mine is responsible for this contamination (and tests and reports from NMED and USEPA point 
in that direction), we want them to be held fully accountable. 

Dennis, we look forward to hearing from you and arranging a test date. We can be reached at the 
above address, by telephone at (505)899-0774 (home) or (505)345-6555 (David's work number), 
or by e-mail at douglasfgitechnet.nm.org. 

Thanks for being so responsive when we finally connected by phone and thanks in advance for 
any help you can give us in the fiiture. 

Sinoerely, 

David Douglas 



Analytical Results 

A C Z Laboratories, Inc. 

30400 DownhiU Drive 

Steamboat Springs, CO 80487 

(800) 334-S493 

Molycorp. Inc. 
P.O. Box 469 Hwy. 38 
Questa, NM 87556 
Fred Martinez 

Lab Sample ID 
Cliem Sample ID 
Client Project ID 

ACZ Report ID 

Date Sampled: 
Date Received: 
Date Reported: 

Ll 8924-01 

Douglas Well 

RC70722 

6/10/98 00:00 
6/12/98 
6/30/98 

Sample Matrix: Ground Water 

Metals Analysis 

Aluminum, dissolved 

.Antimony, dissolved 

.Arsenic, dissolved 

Barium, dissolved 

V Beryllium, dissolved r 

v / "CoSmium. dissolved 

Calcium, dissolved 

Chromium, dissolved 

Cobalt, dissolved 

Copper, dissolved 

Iron, dissolved 

Lead, dissolved 

Sfnenesium. dissolved 

^ ^ Manganese, dissolved 

.Mercury, dissolved 

Molybdenum, dissolved 

\ / Nickel, dissolved 

Potassium, dissolved 

Selenium, dissolved 

Silicon, dissolved 

Silver, dissolved 

.Sodium, dissolved 

Thallium, dissolved 

Vanadium, dissolved 

Z:nc. dissolved 

Wet Chemistry 

.-Mkalinitv as C a C 0 3 

Bicarbonate as C ^ C O J 

Carbonate as C a C 0 3 

Hydroxide as C a C 0 3 

Total Alkalinitv 

Cation-Anion Balance 

Cation-Anion Balance 

Sum of Anions 

Sum of Cations 

EP.A Method 

M200.7 ICP 

M204.2 GFAA 

M206.2 GFAA 

NaOO.7 ICP 

M200.7 ICP 

M : 1 3 . 2 GFAA 

M200.7 ICP 

M200.7 ICP 

M200.7 ICP 

M20O.7 ICP 

M200.7 ICP 

M239.2 GFAA 

VaOO.7 ICP 

M200.7 ICP 

M 2 4 5 . 1 C V A A 

M : 0 0 . 7 ICP 

M : O O . 7 ICP 

M20O.7 ICP 

SM 3500-Se C. AA-Hydride 

Calculation based on S i 0 2 

M : 7 2 . 2 GF.AA 

M : 0 0 . 7 ICP 

M270.2 GFAA 

M2C0.7 ICP 

M200.7 ICP 

Hamtt Oual Ini is M D I . POL 

iSEPAMeliwd, 

M2320B 

Calculation 

^ , 6 . 7 4 , ' 
*-U..V«iJ^ 

0.031 

-O.OW .. 

"'o.ow 
69.9 

O.W 

0.86 

25J 

2.300 

0.15 

1.9 

0.001 

7.-

8.9 

146 

U 

U 

) 
. B 

B 

U 

U 

u 

u 
u 

B 

u 

u 
u 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg'L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

0.03 

0.002 

0.001 

0.003 

0.002 

0.002 

0.2 

O.OI 

0.01 

0.01 

O.OI 

0.001 

0.2 

0.005 

0.0002 

0.01 

0.01 

0.3 

0.001 

0.1 

0.0005 

0.3 

0.002 

0.005 

0.01 

0.2 

0.01 

0.005 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

1 

0.05 

0.05 

0.05 

0.05 

0.005 

1 

0.03 

O.OOI 

0.05 

0.05 

1 

0.005 

0.5 

0.003 

1 

0.01 

0.03 

0.05 

6/17/98 

6/25/98 

6/24/98 

6/17/98 

6/17/98 

6/24/98 

6/17/98 

6/17/98 

6/17/98 

6/17/98 

6/17/98 

6/19/98 

6/17/98 

6/17/98 

6/25/98 

6/17/98 

6/18/98 

6/17/98 

6n4m 
6/18/98 

6/27/98 

6/17/98 

6/26/98 

6/18/98 

6/17/98 

88 
, - j b 

jb 

gg 

88 

jb 

gg 

gg 

88 

gg 

gg 

jb 

gg 

gg 
bg 

gg 

gg 

gg 

bg 

gg 

jb 

gg 

jb 

gg 

gg 

R « r f t . ; , g o a l Units .X M D L P Q L D a t e . AnaNM 

8 

8 

0 0 

7.0 

7.0 

B 

U 

U 

B 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

mg/L 

% 
meq/L 

meq/T. 

2 
2 

2 

2 

0.1 

0.1 

10 

10 

10 

10 

0.5 

0.5 

6/25/98 

6)75/98 

6/25/98 

6/25/98 

6/30/98 

6A50/98 

6/30/98 

bk 

bk 

bk 

bk 

calc 

caic 

calc 

' M t ^ D t ^ i Q i K p i f l m M i b a ^ GLP 3ŷ K>l 

U = .Analyte was analyzed tor but not detected at the indicated MDL 

B = Analyte concentration detected at a value betNveen MDL and PQL 

PQL = Practical Quantitation Limit 
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pnz 
ACZ Laboratories. Inc. 

30400 Do^nhUl Drive 

Steamboat Springs, CO 80487 

(800) 334-5493 

Analytical Results 

Lab Sample ID 
Client Sample ID 
Client Project ID 

ACZ Report ID 

L18924-01 
Douglas Well 

RG7Q722 

Molycorp. Inc. 
P.O.Box 469 Hwy. 38 
Questa. NM 87556 
Fred Martinez 

, Chloride 

.SFluoride; ; ' / 

Residue. Filterable iTDS) 2 1 SOC 

Sulfate 

TDS (calculated) 

TDS (ratio - measured'calculated) 

M325.2 - Colorimetric (TIFA) 

M340.2 - ISE 

Ml 60.1 -Gravimetric 

M375.3 - Gravimetric 

Calculation 

Calculation 

Date Sampled: 
Date Received: 
Date Reported: 

Sample Matrix: 

5 

^?T^' 
470 
300 
436 
1.08 

6/10/98 00:00 
6/12/98 
6.'30/98 

Ground Water 

mg/L 1 

mg/L 0.5 

mg/L 10 

mg/L 10 

mg/L 10 

20 
20 
50 

6/24/98 

6/25/98 

6/17/98 

6/26/98 

6/30/98 

6/30/98 

ss 
mh 
bk 

bk/cd 

calc 

calc 

Note: The Thallium analysis was performed using method of standard additions. The Alkalinit>- analysis was 
performed one day outside ofthe applicable holdtime. 

.^rptnicQaaltGcn (based oa EPA CLP 3/90) 

V = Analvte was analyzed for but not detected at the indicated MDL 

B = Anal>ie concentration detected at a value between MDL and PQL 

PQL = Practical Quantitation Limit 
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STATE.OF NEW MEXICO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

SCIENTIFIC LABORATORY DIVISION 
P.O Box 4700 700 Camlno de Salud, NE 
Albuquerque, NM 87196-4700 (505)-841-2500 
AIR & HEAVY METALS SECTION (505)-841-2S53 

SAMPLE COLLECTION: DATE: 6/10/98 TIME: S L D N O . : 

MATRIX: wpf BY: Mek REQUEST ID No.: 

SAMPLING LOCATION: Douglas Well RECEIVED AT SLD: 

USER: 

To: Submitter 

ED - Ground Water Section 

ED Ground Water Bureau 

P.O.Box 26110 

SantaFe, NM 87502 

SUBMITTER: 

WSS #: 

HMH98010t9:H^*r^ 

2255545 

6/15/98 

55410 

541 

0 

• 

' y DISTRIBUTION TO: 

A l l h , • „ . „ - Submitter 
SLD RIes 

_l 

Practical Qnaatitatlen Limit (PQL) ia dafinad aa 10 tiaaa tha Kathod Dataction Limit (HDL) 

Element Result 
Aluminum 
Arsenic <0.01 
Beryllium <0.01 
Cadmiutn -^ .<0.01 TL 
Chromium ,;;<0.01- > 
Cdpper T" 4<b.1 J3:̂  
Iron 
Lead <0.01 
Manganese 
Molybdenum <0.01 

Sllver <0.01 
Zinc 

Units 
6.3 mg/L 

mg/L 
mg/L 

i ^ m g / L " 
~ ^ m g / L 

1. mg/L 
mg/L 

2.1 mg/L 
•-mg/L 

0.1 mg/L 
•mg/L 

1.3 mg/L 

ANALYTICAL RESULTS 
Analysis 

Date Method 
8/6/98 200.8 
8/6/98 200.8 
8/6/98 200.8 

,;: i:.'vrv|v-4j|;^8/6/9a:^ii::^::=^200.a. -----

-:•'-••• ;?3Sf^rBjBfla ' ^ L ' :-;-20ib.8 : ^ 
7/27/98 236.1 
8/6/98 200.8 
8/6/98 200.8 

: ' - r : am«8 - 200.8 -

-•.'•'• -- 8 « « 8 200.8 
8/6/98 200.8 

PQL 
0.01 

0.001 
0.001 

r i? 0.001 
£0.001 

-^70.01 
0.05 

0.001 
0.001 
0.001 

1 0 . 0 1 
0.001 

0.01 

Dilution 
Factor 

10 
10 
10 

• ^ t ^ Q .^'•: 
: ;^S:10•- i ; :^ 

1 
10 
10 

" 1 0 
. . - ^ O ' I T " 
- ^ 1 0 -

10 

Sample 
Det L imit 

0.1 
0.01 
0.01 

r ^iO.01 : ^ 

•i^.'-'^oJl"^'':' 
0.0S 
0.01 
0.01 

- ' .aoi - i 

0.01 
a i 

Analyst 
JFA 
JFA 
JFA 
JFA ^ i : 

-JFA-^t^^ 
JFA : 
KF 
JFA 
JFA 
JFA ~? 
J F A l , 
JFA 
JFA 

Data 
Qualifier 

E J 

„ • - . . - • • - : • : . • • • . - J l ' . 

i / ' - r x ' t - ; ; rv.-'- -• . & ' 

H 

E J 

/C i i ^ ' ^ ^ ' s ^ ^ ' ^ ' 
- . - _ ' - . ~ : ^ ' ' • : . • - • ' . ' . 

Laboratory Comments: 
This is a preliminary report only. Pending Se results and verification of Al and Mn and digest spikes. 
Sample digested using SLO Method 41405. 
Sample digested using SLD Method 41414. 

Reviewed by: Ron Amato 
Supervisor, A I r i Heavy Metals Section 

Printed: 8/10/98 

Data Qualifiar Codas and Oeflnidans 

A • Insufficient sample for anaiyals 

B • Laboratory ftoagent Blank (RB) 

C > Spike recovery between 80-120% 

0 > Spike recovery <80% or >1Zt>% 

E • Over Caliiratkin Range 

F • Matrix Interference suspected 

Q a Inconsistent results; suggest ra-sampllng 

H > Analyzed In dupOcata 

I • Analyzed in Tripilcata 

J - Estimated Quantity, only. 

K • HoUlng time exceeded 

L > Equals or exceeds USEPA MCL 

M • Equals or excaeds USEPA Action Level 

N > Insufficient sample to verify results 

O • Intemal Slandards(ICP/MS) <60% or >125% when sample analyzed straight 

n • The data are unusable 

T a Total Metals 

TB • Total Recoverable Metals 

U ' Not detected above tha PQL or SDL 

UJ • l4ot detected. Estimated value, only. 

Paae 1 of 1 
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WATER CHEMISTRY SUMMARY REPORT FOR WC-9aQ2511 

Sample Status Analyses Reviewed By: 

RepLf^eVd: 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

jy= 
|15 
—-
19 

21 

37 

d 
Z 
a 
o 

< E 

20O.7 

200.7 

200.7 

20U.7 

aoo.7 

310.1 

310.1 

310.1 

300.0 

300.0 

310.1 

160.1 

SM1030I 

ANALYTE 

Potassium 

Sodium 

Hardness (Ca & 1 

Calcium 

Magnesium 

Alkal inity (COS 6 

Carbonate 

Bicarbonate 

Chioride 

Sulfate 

P " 

TDS 

Ion Balance 

o 

Ui 

s 

a 
u 

•1 

RESULTS 

<5 

10.36476 

277.73368 

71.58167 

24.0394 

2.6 

0 

3.172 

<10 

293.5 

5.61 

481 

" • ' . ; M . 3 6 

z 

m(a/L 

mOA. 

mG/L CaCO, 

m(3/L 

mG/L 

m(3/L 

mGA. 

m(VL 

mG/L 

mG/L 

pH Units 

m<VL 

% Dif. 

.IL 
7/23/98 

7/23/98 

7/23/98 

7/23/98 

7/23/98 

6/22/98 

6/22/98 

6/22/98 

7/16/96 

7/16/98 

6/22/98 

6/24/98 

7/23/98 

. -

18:42 

18:42 

18:42 

18:42 

18:42 

11:00 

11:00 

11:00 

0:10 

0:18 

11:00 

12:30 

N/A 

ANALYST 

Diana Suvannunt 

Diana Suvannuni 

Diana Suvannun' 

Diana Suvannuni 

Diana Suvannuni 

SlacI Morris 

Staci Morris 

Slad Morris 

Paul Ortega 

Paul Orteaa 

Staci Morris 

StacI Morris 

Calculated 

B
A

Tb
H

 
1
 

N
U

M
BE

R
 

1
 

503 

503 

503 

503 

503 

407 

407 

407 

478 

479 

407 

411 

N/A 

O
A

TE
 

3A
T

C
H

 
1

 
A

S
S

IG
N

E
D

 

7/23/98 

7/23/98 

7/23«8 

7/23/98 

7/23/98 

6/29/98 

6/29/98 

6/29/98 

7/15/98 

7/15/98 

6/29/98 

6/24/98 

N/A 

X o 

ds 

ds 

ds 

ds 

ds 

ds 

ds 

ds 

ds 

ds 

ds 

^ 
N/A 

Post-ir Fax Note 
TO " ^ T ^ T T 

7671 

Phonos 

Fax ' H ' ^ ' j ^ i . ^ U 

Dale 
^ ^ 

ToTTT" p.igas'^ f 

' ' ' "" C<Ĵ ^̂ î<A StMrgMhtA^' 
Co. < L ^ 
Phono * 

FdXH 
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Inlradofdion and Project Sturunaiy 

Although a number of investigations and evaluations have been done on tivs eitecti of 
underground and open-pit mining on the stretch of the Red River between the towns of Red 
River and (Questa (Sifer, 1996), these investigations have not clearly defined the d^ree to 
which mining operations are responsible for impairment of the river system. Some of the high 
metal loadings in this stretch of dtc river are the result of the natural wcatlwringjjf 
hydrothermal alteration scarsy some can be attributed to the effects niininjj. Changes in climate 
also may have contributed to the present degree of impairment. 

Wc propose to conduct a focused investigation to determine the degree to which miniixg 
opoations are responsible for contamination of the river system. This infonnation can be 
obtained by a study which integrates previously collected data witft direct observation of 
groundwater seeps and loading and surface water flow and sedln^nt loadings at key locations 
in the river system and mine area. These sites will be established at locations adjacent to and 
within the river channel, and which represent contributions ranging from nun-mineralized and 
vegetated areas, fium acdve hydrothermal scars, and from areas disturbed by mining. 

An important component of lhe proposed invcstigatiun Is an assessment of the 
composition of sediments aiHl nKtal loadings before and after mining operations. Inspection of 
the river valley has klentified several natural impoundments adjacent to the river channel 
where records of sediment ttave accumulated in recent yvunt and prulTably over ttw historical 
period prior to, during, and after mining activity. Terraces aitd deposits flanking the stream / I / 
hare been identified which appear to contain datable sediments which can provide base-line ^ ^ ^ ^ L f J c ^ 
data for pre-mining conditions along the river. In additiun, living pine trees are rooted near / f t " ^ 
active seeps bearing heavy metals in both mined and unmined areas. Although there is no / Jv- v\^^ rvu*^ 
assurance that trace metals in wood from such trees occur in concentrations sufficient for / .. /J ^̂ ûa> «* 
detection, the {TOtential for obtaining historical data from such a source will be evaluated an<J [ ̂ ^ ^ "^ 
applied, if feasible. 

In order to isolate pre-mining from post-mining responses, assessment will require (he i j 
coUection and analysis of ̂ wurce materials and also collection and analysis of both water and '^7^ U* c«»II*^ 
sediment samples at key sites at regular intervals over most of an annual cycle. Water samples ^ ^ ^ j i ^ 

supplement data obtained from previous investigadons- Sediment samples wUl \x coUected l * * ^ J ^ 
will be regularly collected from the main channel, and also from seeps and springs, as needed to ^ K 

from the channel direcdy under different conditions of flow, and also lii a series of sediment- y/->r fi^^A-^r-
trapping devices deployed within and adjacent to the charmel. c M ' ' ^ ' ^ 

Analyses of water and sediment samples arc expected to provide data fbr nxined and 
uixnxincd areas under cunditiuns uf Ixise flow and pulse flow (Spning snowmelt and flash 
flooding). Data collected i l key localities by this investlgadon, supplemented by data firom 
previous Investigations, wiU provide a basis for interpreting historical records coUected from 
sites adjacent to the active river chaiuiel. 

Pndiminary examination of the Red River canyon between Red River and Questa has 
identified 5 sites where impoimdment of water and sediment has occurred in the recent histtnic 
past Sediment sauries wiU be coUected from these and other sites by standard coring 
pactices or by excavation, as needed. Samples will be analyzed for metal content and dated, 
when possible, by AMS radiocarbon methods in order to compare metal loading above and 
below and before and after mining activity. 

Other aspects oi this investigation wUl follow after the basic olTservational studies, \ 
oudined above, are put into effect Changes in the local surface/subsurface hydrology induced .^ jo^^ 
my mining have important consctjuences for stream geochemistry. We will use numerical 1 JL ^^"^ ;V̂  
simuiatiun of surface and subsur^e flow p t h s from the vicinity of the mine to the Red River, p \ v r \ l \ ^ L 
in conjunction witlt envirunmental isutupic data, to examine the ramifications of cttanges in j ^ f / r ' c i ''*' -
h jd io lo^ . Tlic niu«Jcliii{j appruach, in cunjunctiun with data for climare variability In the -fV* cJ^A £,̂ *^* 
region, will allow us to examine changes in metal loadings under differing climatic conditions- ̂ «y ** j ^ * " \:: 
In additiun, previous Investigations coiKeming the effects of changes In TOpchemistry^n river K ^ ' ^ \ i V i 



_bio^ wiU be exailuned in terms of new observations of seasonal and other discharges to the 
river and compared with model estimates of loading under altered climatic conditions. 

The objective of the complete investigation b to determine Ae contribution of metal 
loadings to the Red River system from mining activity, to evaluate the potential for 
contanuttation aitd its effect on the river biola from continued disturbance of the hydrologic 
system, and to provide baseliite data fbr remediation nteasures, should they be needed. 

Site 
The study area is within the drainage of the Red River, east of Questa, NM, at 

elevations ranging from ~2300m to ~2600m, with a river elevation at the mine of 2470 m. The 
west-flowing Red River is flanked by fluvial terraces within a canyon dissecting the Sangre de 
Cristo Mountains. Temperature extemes range from -25^ t In winter to 'XP F. in summer, 
a imatc is semi-arid, with precipitation mainly as snow in winto* and thundershowers in 
sununer. Long-term precipitation at Cerro, NM Is 31.63 cm per year, with August (4.88 an) the 
wettest month and March (1.47 cm) the driest month. 

Plan ol Investigation 
The investigation will assemble aU available records and perUneitt data related tu the 

distribution and transport of trace metals which are associated with the study area. It will 
establish a network of sampling sites at representative localities In tlw Red River drainage, 
characterize the distribution uf trace metals at these locaUties, and collect and analyze water 
and sedintcnt samples associated with the Red River at periodic intervals through an annual 
cycle. The site network will indude localities which contain datable accumulations of 
sediment which ^ a n the interval of mining, or other evideiKe of historical changes associated 
with miiung activity. In addition, a topographic hydrologic model, using new and existing 
data, will be app l i^ to the disturbed area and the output evaluated in terms of potential 
impact on river geuchemistiy and biota urtder changing climate conditions. Results, along with 
spedfic conclusions and recommendations wUI be presented in a final report The proposed 
study is divided intu specific tasks, as follows: 

Tank 1.1 Preparation of detailed work plan 
A supplemental work plan which anticipates known tasks wilt be prepared fur the 
investigatiun. The wurk plan will be approved by the Office of Natural Resource 
Trtistee before woii( commences. 

T a a k U Compilation and evaluation of existing water quality data 
AU surftice water artd groundwater data and geochemical analyses which are 
available from pubUshed and unpublished governmental and industrial sources wUl be 
con^iled into a database early in the investigation. 

Task I J . CoUcetifm and measurement of dissolved chemical spedes In siuface and gnmnU 
waters 
Water samples wiU be collected from appruxintately 2 upstream sites and 4 
downstream sites at approximately monthly intervals fbr all or most of oive annual y 
cycle. Chemical artalyses wiU be performed, using standard environmental methods,^ 
for potentially envirurtmentally toxic trace elements such as aluminum, beryllium, 
molybdeniun, selenium, arseitic, antimony, lead, nickel, zinc cupper, manganese, 
cadmiiun and col)aIt in surface waters. 

^ ^ ^' J ' 



Task L4 CoDectian and measurement of trace dements in teizace and soil deposits 
Distribution of trace elements will be dharacterized from approximately 12 sites above, 
within, and below the active mining area. Iron oxyhydroxides, soils, and uther 
accumulative deposits directiy assodated with modem and older seeps, as weU as 
other representative localities, will be collected and analyzed using standard 
attalytical methods for a suite of potentiaUy environmentally toxic dements such as 
altmtinum, beryliitun, molj^xienum, selenium, arsenic, antimony, lead, nickel, ziiK, 
copper, manganese, cadmitmt and cobalt Meastnement of lhe distributiun uf selected 
trace elements within Fe crusts artd other assodated materials will also be 
accomplished by mlcropiobe analysis. 

Task 1.5 CoUcctieit »ni measurement of trace elements in siufidal deposits, stream-channel 
deposibr and temporary ponds and reservoirs 
Sedintent trapping devices will be deployed in and adjactmt tu stream channels, 
temporary poitds. and reservoirs. Samples will be collected at appruxiiiiateiy muntiily 
intervals for aU ur must uf une annual cycle. Materials coUected will be analyzed for a 
suite of potentially environmentaUy toxic elerrtettis sucit as aluminum, beryUium, 
trtolybdenum, selenium, arsenic, antimony, lead, nickel, zinc, copper, manganese, 
cadmium aitd cobalt Sites wliich are assodated tvith accumulations of sediment will 
be excavated, described stratigraphically, sampled, and examined for datable ^ W^^*^ 
materials. Sites with suitable materials will be radiocartJon dated to provide £v«*^ y JZ*"'^ 
estimates of rates of au:i4mulatiun and historical context The wood of trees rooted In \ ^ W ^ '"" y.,^ 
h i ^ l y mineralized and non-mineralized areas tvill be collected with an increment I ̂ « . **"^<A.^ 
borer, analyzed for s suite of possible iitdicators of contaminalioit, and results evaluated ,>.v>s^ '^'. { ^ 
in terms of p>otentiaI for providing Itistorical rtxvrds uf cuntaminatiun related tu / j ^ C ? ^ , M^ 
mining. / , a ^ , ^ ^ r ^ l t i f ^ *1L ^ ^ T \ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ 

Task 1.6 Hydrologic flow path deteimination/evaluatton,pt bioliclinponsc — j ^ j ^ 
A tt7pographjcaUy driven watershed model (TOPMODEL), which simulates surface -JL^ 
and subsur^L^ waterflow patits to the river channel, wUl bc used to determine flow 
paths before and after excavation of the mine. Numerical modeling results will be 
corroborated with environmental isotopic data (deuterium and oxygen -18). A 
gegchionlcal reaction path model wiU then be used to assess the effects, if any, of 
mining operations on stream geuchemistiy. Climatic records wUl be compiled and 
numerical simulations of the watershed flow model will be run under a range ot 
reasonable climate changes (ppt inputs) in order to quantify a range of clirnate- . i 
dependent contamination scenarios. Results of prior studies of river biota will bc I /K«"^' ' " ' ^ i 
evaltiated and interpreted In ternts of potential dianges in the subrheic envinmment I o-tn.^n\f 
and its impact on river biota tmder a range of cli^nale-dependent streamflows and mtrtal \ ^^•/a^.C^eaXa.i'. 
loadings. '— ^ ^ « ^ - « * y 

Task 1.7 Ptcparatian of technical report / I ] 
The final repurt wiU indude a compilation of basc-Une data fbr the distribution of a "T" ^-Cen^f^^'^f'^ 
suite of potentially toxic trace elements. These d?.ta wiU indude Information acquired "ff^ >tM<Kl^*^ 
from Task IJL Induded will bc estimates of seasonal changes in the distribution of | 
trace elements in surface waters and transportable sediments. The report will examine 
possible linkages between the modem hydrologic system and the mo^-ement of 
potentialty toxic trace elements, and will indude: an evaluation of both the natural 
distribution of trace metals and distributions wltich can be attributed tu mining 
activity, as provided by historical and geologic records. Also iiKluded will be an 



evaluation of the potential for chaitges in dimate and streamfluw tu affect metal 
loadings and biota in the Red River. 

Budget and Contract Axrangemento 
Budget debils are presented in Appendices 1 and 2. Administrative operations such as 

purchasing, salary paymenb, reimbursements^ finandal reports, etc., will be carried out under 
two separate contracts with the New Mexico Bureau oi Miites, New Mexico Institute of Mining 
and Technology (B, D. Allen, PI), and the University of New Mexico (R. Y. Anderson, M. E. 
Ompana, and L J. Cn)ssey,Pls). 

TlffleConatrainb 
The deliverable package wiU be Ihe fiiud report (Task 1.7), to be submitted wilhin 3 

months of the expiration of the grant A starting date of 1 March, 1997, and an endiitg date of 28 
February, 1998 is anticipated. CA»ervational studies tviU be implemented at the earliest 
possible date, to be fbllowed by evaluation of prior investigations and modeling. If necessary. 
Investigations can be phased in concordance with budget requirements. It is expected that 
meaningful data and understaitding of the systems Involved can be acquired during 
approximately a one-year period uf cullectiun and observation. It is recognized, however, that 
a longer period of collection and observation may be indicated for an accurate examination and 
evaluation of the distribution and moventent of trace elements. 
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Progress Report For 

Geocheniistry and Hydrology of the Red River Stream System Before and 
After Open-Pit Mining, Questa Area, Taos County, New Mexico 

Summary of Progress 

The one-year objective of this project is to assess impacts of open-pit miiting activities 
on water quality of the Red River, using previously collected and new geochemical and 
hydrologic data. Efforts have focused on establishing a network of water and sediment 
sampling localities and on sample coUection and laboratory analysis of water samples for 
chemical constituents identified in the project Work Plan (Red River Project Pis, 1997a). The 
status of the investigation after the first few months of work was previously summarized in 
October, 1997 (Red River Project Pis, 1997b). Efforts have continued since October to coUect 
water and sediment samples and to compUe existing geochemical data sets. Laboratory 
analysis of water samples is underway and sampling of sediments in fluvicil terraces for 
radiometric age determination has begtm. Suffident sediment has been coUected from the 
stream and from ponds located upstream and downstream from the Molycorp mine to begin 
chenucal analysis of modem sediment samples. Coring of Eagle Rock and Fawn lakes is 
scheduled for mid-January. The Office of the Natural Resources Trustee (ONRT) has requested 
a stmunary of the project for possible use in discussions during 1998 meetings of the NM State 
Legislature. Accordingly, this Progress Report briefly summarizes the main tasks that are 
being tindertaken in this investigation. 

Summary of Research Tasks 

1) Compilation and evaluation of existing geochemical data 

Vcuious geochemical data sets have been coUected for the Red River watershed by govemment 
agencies and private companies. These data provide information about geochemical conditions 
along the Red River primarily for the 1980s and 1990s. Although Uttie information exists for 
the period before open-pit mining activities began in tite ntid-1960s, the existing data eire 
relatively substantial and are being compUed for ONRT in digital format so that it can be 
readily accessed for graphicjil examination, spedation modeling, distribution to researchers, 
etc. Tliis t£isk is about 50% completed. 

2) Measurement of dissolved chemical species in nattual waters 

Previous water-quality investigations have documented dowitstream changes in water 
quaUty by aneilyzing water samples from several locaUties along the Red River. Such surveys 
provide a "snapshot" of dowitstieam changes in river chemistry during individucd sampling 
events. Substantial temporal changes in the concentration of dissolved constituents at a specific 
locaUty may be expected as a res^olt of seasonal variations in the relative proportions of 
groundwater and surface nmoff that enter the Red River. In order to docimient seasonal changes, 
river waters are being sampled on a monthly basis at 3 loccdities and analyzed for dissolved 
constituents. Less frequent sampling is being conducted at supplemental locaUties induding 
lysimiters that have been installed in previously documented (Slifer, 1996), low-pH 



groimdwater-discharge areas that contribute trace-metals to the river. The geochemical 
information coUected during this investigation, coupled with water-quaHty data obtained 
from previous, spatiaUy oriented sampling programs, wiU provide a more complete 
chciracterization of spatial and temporal changes in the geochemistry of Red River waters in 
the vicinity of the Molycorp mine. 

3) Measurement of trace elements in sturfidal deposits, stream-chaimels, and ponds 

The concentratiorts of trace metals bound to Fe-Mn oxy-hydroxides and adsorbed on fine
grained sediments are tjqjicaUy much larger than their concentration in associated river 
waters. Due to this affinity for soUd phases, trace-metal concentration data obtained from 
sediments may provide information about sources of metal loading that caimot be obtained from 
dissolved-concentration data. Few geochemical surveys of the Red River have induded 
systematic sampling cutd analysis of sediment samples, and results from those that have are 
difficult to interpret for a variety of reasons. Sediment samples are being coUected in 
conjimction with water samples in order to provide geochemical data for this potentieilly 
important trace-metal reservoir. Sediment traps have been deployed in the Red River at three 
localities and are being sampled on a monthly basis. Sediment traps have also been deployed 
in ponds located above and below Molycorp property. Chemical analyses of sediment-trap 
samples wiU begin in coming months. 

4) CoUection and measurement of trace elements in fill-terraces, pond deposits, and trees 

Because of the strong assodation between trace metals and sediments, undisturbed, 
historical accumulations of sediment may provide records of past changes in geochemical 
conditions in the drainage basin. Sediments that are transported by the Red River are carried 
into two artifidal ponds. Eagle Rock and Fawn lakes, that were created prior to the initiation 
of open-pit mining and that are located on either side (upstream and downstream) of Molycorp 
property. Cores of the bottom sediment of these impoundments wiU be coUected and analyses of 
these sediments wiU provide historical records of trace-metal concentrations that span the 
period of open-pit mining activities. Other potential archives of past geochemiccd conditions 
within the drciinage basin that are being investigated include accumulations of sediment in 
stream terraces, acomiulations of ferruginous crusts, and in the wood of old trees that are rooted 
in low-pH groundwater discharge areas. 

5) Hydrologic flow path determination/evaluation of biotic response 

Dissolved metals in low-pH waters may be transported from source areas to tnmk 
streams by stuface runoff or by groundwater flow. In eaurly discussions regarding the scope of 
this investigation it was dedded to include a hydrologic component because of the obvious 
importance of the groundwater flow system in understanding possible mining-related impacts to 
the Red River system in the vicinity of open-pit mine. The hydrology component wiU attempt 
to model the flow of groundwater to the Red River in key, mine-impacted areas of the drciinage 
basin. The groundwater flow-model may be used to simulate flow paths and transport of metals 
to the river before and Jifter excavation of the open-pit mine and under different climatic 
conditioits. An additional aspect of the investigation involves an assessment of possible 
impacts to river biota due to mining activities. Although this component of the study wiU 
primarUy involve an evaluation of available information, shaUow lysimeters may be 
deployed in the Red River in order to obtain biologic samples from the subsurface, interstitial 
(subrheic) environment Since previous biologic sampling has focused only on the surface of the 



stireambed, such samples would provide the first quantitative estimates of spedes abundance 
and diversity in the subrheic zone, from localities above and below the open-pit mine. 

Summary of Immediate Project Objectives 

Efforts in the coming months wiU continue to focus on the coUection of geochemical data for 
water and sediment samples and compilation of existing geochemical data sets. Work wiU also 
continue on the caUbration tind parameterization of a hydrologic flow model Organic matericil 
from terrace deposits wiU be submitted for radiocarbon dating and laboratory analysis of 
sediment samples wiU begin. We have plaimed an extended field-sampling visit to the study 
area for mid-January which wiU include coring of Eagle Rock and Fawn lakes and, time 
permitting, instaUation of lysimeters in the Red River streambed for future biotic sampling. 
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Molycorp, Inc. 
A Unocal Company 
Questa Division 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 
Telephone: (505) 586-0212 

UNOCAL® 
MOLYCORP 

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

October 9. 1998 

Mr. Ridiard E. PoweU 
State of New Mexico Environment Depaitment 
Smface Water (Quality Bureau 
1190 St. Francis Drive, P.O. Box 26110 
Santa Fe, NM 87502 

Re: NFDES Permit #NM0022306, Compliance Evaluation Inspection, June 12,1998 
Response to Inspectioo Report of September 11,1998 

Dear Mr. PoweU: 

Molycorp, Inc. (Molycoip) has reviewed the September 11,1998 report cn the subjea NPDES pennit 
ctHnpUance evaluation inspecticm. Our conuneus and corrective actions in response to tfae fiDdings of the 
inspection, as discussed in the Fmther Explanations section ofthe report, are smnmarized belo«-: 

Section A - Permit Verification: OveraU rating of "Unsatisfactory" 

NMED commented in the report that Molycoip "may have impennined dischaiges of mine 
drainage/process water to die Red River." Water Compliance Inspection Report, Section D. (emphasis 
added) In the attached "Further Explanations," reference is made to two types of dischaiges thai die NMED 
leUeves might be occumng: (a) seeps in the mine area tiiat might contain leachate fiom Molycoip's 
oveibuiden ('Vaste lock") piles, and (b) tailings leachate fi-om the tailings impoundments tint might be 
seeping through ground water into the Red River. 

In Molycoip's 1993 pennit renewal proceedings, however, EPA considered diis issue and dedded that the 
ground water seeps in the mine and tailings areas are not point souice dischaiges. See EPA's "Response to 
Comments - Final Peimii Decision" (Permit No. NM0022306) at 4 (Issue No. 9). The rating 
"Unsatisfactory" ignores EPA's decision on this precise issue - w^ch makes the "Unsatisfaaoiy" rating 
inconect. 

Moieovei, the evidence does not demonstrate that such discharges are occurting. Mr. David Abshire of 
EPA Region 6 has visited the ste, and concluded that, in view ofthe natural (hydrothermal scar) sources of 
minerals, the available evidence does not hnk minerals in the mine area seeps to any paiticolji source. In 
die tailings area, Molycoip has instaUed, and recendy upgraded, a seepage watei interceptioi system to 
prevent tailings leachate brsa. entering the Red Rivei. 

FOI these reasons, as it is correctiy noted in the inspection report, Molycoip has not leqoested coverage of 
diese hypothetical disdiarges in its pending NPDES pennit renewal apijication. Molycorp's renewal. 

NPDESins 

RECEIVED 
OCT 1 3 1998 



appUcatim does, however, include a substantial section devoted to infomation on tiiis issue. EPA may 
revisit this issue, if it so desires, during Molycoip's pendiog NPDES pannt renewal proceedings. 

Section B - Recordkeeping and Reporting: OveraU rating of "MarginaT 

Molycorp. on die day of the compUance inspection, instracted its cannict laboratories to inchide in aU 
fiiture NTDES pennit-related analytical reports times of analyses and inicals of die individuals peifonning 
the anah^es. The attached sample benchsfaeets by Paragon Analytics, Inc. ^ o w the tqigrading in the level 
of cunen reporting to Molycoip. 

Section F - Seif-Monitoriiig (Laboratory): OveraU rating of "Satisfacfory" 

Molycoip has been foUowing total residual chlorine sampling procedures as described in Part Q, Pazagoi^ 
A of its cunent pennit EPA may revisit this lequirenoit, if it so desires, during Molycoip's pending 
pennit leaewal pioceedings. 

Should Hn have any questions conceming tfais response, fdease caU me at (305) S86-7601. 

David R Shoemakei 
MineMmagei 

Attacfamaits 

Xc: 'OJSEPA, DaUasj 
CeciUa Kemodle. USEPA, (6EN-WT) 
NMED, Ehstna U, Santa Fe 
SMED, Taos Field Office 

NPDESms 
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Molycorp, Inc. - Questa Oivision 
NPDES Compliance Inspection Report 

Further Explanations 

Section A - Permit Verification: Overall rating of "Unsatisfactory" 

Title III - Standards and Enforcement, Section 301 (a) of the 
Federal Pollution Control Act states that, "Bzc^t as in conpliance 
with this section and sections 302, 306, 307, 318, 402 and 404 of 
this Act, the discharge of any pollutant by any person shall be 
unlawful." 

The pennittee has identified three groups of seeps (Cabin Springs, 
Portal Springs and Capulin Canyon) and an indivitiual seep (Goathill 
Gulch), located adjacent to the mine/mill site, which discharge 
into the Red River. There may be others which have not yet been 
identified. Although there was no flow from some of these seeps on 
the date of this inspection, flow rates vary throughout the year 
depending on rainfall and snow melt amounts, amd possibly 
underground mine de~watering activities. There have been a number 
of studies conducted (by Molycorp, NMED, USEPA and various other 
organizations) which attempt to identify the contribution (if any) 
of leachate from the Molycorp waste rock dumps, open pit and 
underground mine workings to these seeps. Although additional 
studies are proposed, at the present time it appears that 
Molycorp's mining activities may be causing, or contributing to, 
the discheirge of significant eunounts of pollutants into surface 
waters via a hydrologic connection between the mining area, 
groundwater and the Red River. 

In addition, an eeirlier study (conducted by Vail Engineering, Inc. 
for Molycorp, Inc.) quantitatively identified, imcollected (by the 
seepage collection system which produces discharges through 
permitted outfall 002) seepages of tailings leachate (volume and 
quality) to the Red River below the Town of Qaesta, and several 
miles downstream of the above seeps. This situation has been 
previously brought to USEPA's attention by correspondence dated 
January 30, 1996 from NMED to Robert Murphy, USEPA Region 6, and in 
a November 19, 1996 report to USEPA based on an October 8, 1996 
Compliance Evaluation Inspection conducted by NMED for USEPA. In 
approximately September 1997, Molycorp installed an additional 
seepage barrier and eight new groundwater extraction wells in the 
vicinity of the tailings impoundments. Water captured by these 
additional facilities is all piped to outfall 002 and has resulted 
in an approximate 50-60 gallon per minute Increase in discharge 
volume from this outfall. It is unknown whether this new system 
captures all of the tailings leachate influenced seepage. 

Discharges of pollutants from these sources to "waters of the 



United Sta tes" are not current ly authorized under Molycorp's NPDES 
p e n n i t , which w i l l expire a t midnight on October 14, 1998. 
Molycorp submitted an applicat ion for continued coverage under t h i s 
NPDES permit t o USEPA on April 13, 1998, but has not requested the 
inc lus ion of add i t i ona l o u t f a l l s to inco rpora te these discharges 
i n t o the permit . 

Sec t ion B - Recordkeeping and Report ing: Overall r a t i n g of 
"Marginal" 

Pa r t I I I . C . 4 of t h i s permit s t a t e s , 

"Records of monitoring information s h a l l i n c l u d e : 
a . The d a t e , exact p lace , and t i n s of sanqpling or measurements; 
b . The indiv idual (s ) wfao performed the sanp l ing or measurements; 
c . The d a t e ( s ) and tiffle(s) analyses were performed; 
d. The i n d i v i d u a l ( s ) wfao performed the ana ly se s ; 
e . The a n a l y t i c a l techniques o r nethods used; and 
f. The r e s u l t s of such ana lyses . " 

The permi t tee ' s contrac t laboratory was not recording the times of 
ctnalyses. A record of the time of analysis i s required t o document 
compliance with each parameter 's l i s t ed holding t ime. In add i t ion , 
t h e con t rac t lab l i s t s the " repor te r " , not t he ind iv idua l who 
performed the ana lyses . 

Sec t i on F - Self-Monitoring (Laboratory): Overall r a t i n g of 
"Sa t i s fac to ry" 

P a r t I .A. of t h i s permit requi res t h a t t h e permit tee monitor 
d i scha rges from o u t f a l l 002 for t o t a l r e s i d u a l ch lo r ine a t a 
frequency of 1/month using a conposite saoiple t y p e . 

P a r t 111. C.5 . a. of t h i s permit s t a t e s , "Monitoring must be 
conducted according t o t e s t procedures as approved under 40 CFR 
Par t 136, unless other t e s t procedures have been speci f ied in t h i s 
p e m i t or approved by the Regional Adminis t ra tor" . 

The permit tee c o l l e c t s a TRC composite s£unple which c o n s i s t s of a 
minimum of two grab samples co l l ec ted not l e s s them four hours 
apar t over a normal eight hour operat ing day as allowed under Part 
I I . A . of the penn i t . The minimum two greib samples a r e then 
combined propor t iona l t o flow emd analyzed us ing a Hach Pocket 
Colorimeter. However, 40 CFR Par t 136 retjuires t h a t TRC samples be 
analyzed "iiranediately", which BPA i n t e r p r e t s t o mean within 15 
minutes of c o l l e c t i o n . In order t o meet t h e requi red holding time 
for t h i s parcuneter, only grcib samples should be used. EPA needs t o 
addres s t h i s apparent conf l i c t during the pending permit r e 
i ssuance proceedings. 
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CROWELL & M O R I N G LLP 
lOOl PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE. N.W. 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 0 0 4 - 2 5 9 5 

( 2 0 2 ) 6 2 4 - 2 5 0 0 

FACSIMILE ( 2 0 2 ) 6 2 8 - 5 1 1 6 

October 2, 1998 

288:knik 
89371.011 

SUITE leoo 
2010 MAIN STREET 

IRVINE. CAUFORNIA 92614 
<7i4) ee3-a4oo 

FACSIMILE (714) a63-S4l4 

ISO FLEET STREET 

LONDON EC4A 2HO 

.44. I7I-4. I300I I 

FACSIMILE '44-I7I-4I3-0333 Renea Ryland, Esquire 
Assistant Regional Counsel 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region VI 
1445 Ross Avenue - Suite 1200 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Re: Molycorp's NPDES Permit, No. NM0022306 

Dear Ms. Ryland: 

We are writing in connection with EPA's pending renewal of Molycorp's 
above-referenced NPDES permit and the related notice of intent to sue EPA filed by 
Amigos Bravos, et a l , on August 4, 1998. We wanted to bring to your attention one 
particular aspect of EPA's recent clarification of the Clean Water Act's effluent 
guidelines for the ore mining industry (which includes Molycorp's molybdenum 
mine). 63 Fed. Reg. 42534 et seq. (August 7, 1998) (copy enclosed). 

That clarification confirms that non-point source pollution from overburden 
("waste rock") piles at mines is not subject to the NPDES permit requirements 
under section 402 of the Clean Water Act. EPA wrote: 

discharges from waste rock and/or overburden piles 
would be outside the scope of the Guidelines if they consist 
entirely of diffuse runoff which did not either normally 
flow to, or by design drain to a point source. Such diffuse, 
runoff would not even be subject to the NPDES permit 
program if it was not added to the waters of the United 
States through a discrete, confined, discernible 
conveyance. 

RECEIVED] 
U ^ i 0 B 1998 

63 Fed. Reg. at 42538, c.1-2 (emphasis added). 
6WQ-P0 

This policy statement confirms the U.S. EPA Region VI conclusion in 1993 
that ground water seepage percolating through Molycorp's overbvirden piles is not a 
discharge from a point source. NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 (Molycorp, Inc.) 



Renea Ryland, Esquire ^ ^ %.» 
October 2, 1998 C R O W E L L & M O R I N G LLP 
Page 2 

"Response to Public Comments - Final Permit Decision"; EPA's Response to Public 
Comment No. 9 (Dec. 1993). 

The foregoing statement also rebuts the claims made by Amigos Bravos in its 
recent notice of citizen suit that overbvirden piles themselves constitute point 
sources of pollutants which must be regulated vmder the NPDES permit program. 
See, e.g.. Letter firom Westem Environmental Law Center to EPA at p.4, dated 
August 4, 1998 ("Molycorp's wasterock dump discharges are vmpermitted point 
source discharges"). 

EPA's August 7, 1998, clarification applies on a nationwide basis. See 63 
Fed. Reg. at 42534, c l . It clearly supercedes any contrary impUcations in the 
informal guidance issued by EPA Region VIII on December 22, 1993, regarding 
"NPDES Permit Issues Hard Rock Mines," which Amigos Bravos previously has 
relied upon. The analysis contained in the EPA Region VI "Report on Hydrological 
Connection Associated With Molycorp Mining Activity, Questa, New Mexico," dated 
February, 1998, preceded this EPA clarification. 

If you have any questions about EPA's August 1998 clarification, do not 
hesitate to call us. 

Very truly yours, 

Richard E. Schwartz-
R. Timothy McCrum 

Enclosure 
cc: Mr. Scott Wilson, U.S. EPA Region VI (w/enc) 

Ms. Jane Watson, U.S. EPA Region VI (w/enc) 
Mr. David R. Shoemaker (w/enc) 
Mr. Geyza I. Lorinczi (w/enc) 

1546394 



State of New Mexico 

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 
Surface Water Ouaiity Bureau 

1190 St. Francis Dr., P.O. Box 26110 
Santa Fe, New Me.ciCo 87502 

Phone (505) 827-0187 
Fax (505) 827-0160 

GARY K JOHNSON 
GOVERNOR 

PETER MAGGIORE 
SSSRETARY 
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Mr. William B. Hathaway, Director 
Water Quality Protection Division 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region six 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202 

Dear Mr. Hathaway: i 

This letter addresses an issue conceming the Red River of New Mexico which I feel is of 
importance to both the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) and the Enviromnental 
Protection Agency (EPA). The Red River is cun^ntly on the State's 1998-2000 303(d) list as a 
high priority TMDL segment having both acute and chronic metal exceedences. These exceedences 
result from complex surface water and ground water issues. Currently, the renewal application for 
an NPDES permit for Molycorp, Inc. is under consideration by your agency. Molycorp, Inc. 
activities have the potential to be a significant source of metals in the segment ofthe Red River 
adjacent to Molycorp property. 

I suggest that EPA Region 6 and NMED assume a coordinated role in the development of a TMDL 
designed to address these issues, and the subsequent NPDES permit reissuance. NMED will 
assume a lead role in overall development and TMDL issuance. In recognition ofthe technical 
expertise of Region 6 in the area of ground and surface water modeling, I suggest that EPA take the 
lead role in model development. Clearly, EPA will assume the lead role in permit issuance. 
However, NMED would like to participate in development ofthe permitting strategy. I believe this 
approach will provide a more defensible technical basis for the TMDL, the permit, and any 
subsequent challenges to them. ^•^• 

I look forward to woi4dng with you and EPA on this important environmental matter. I will discuss 
this further with Richard Hoppers and Sharon Parrish during their visit to New Mexico in mid-
October. Your staff may contact James H. Davis, Chief of the Surface Water Quality Bureau at 
505-827-0187 with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Ed Kelley, Ph.D. 
Director 
Water and Waste Management Division 
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Molycorp, Inc. 
A Unocal Company 
Questa Division 
P.O. Box 469 
Ouesta, New Mexico 87556 
Telephone: (505) 586-0212 
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UNOCAL® 
MOLYCORP 

May 13. 1998 

Mr. Scutt Wilson 
ladujttfial Pomits Section, 6W-P1 
LT. S. Enmmmcatal ftotecdon Agency 
Region VI 
1445 Kim Avenue, Suite 1200 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Re: NPDES Pernl t No. NM9022306 - Renewal AppUcadoo 

DearMr, WilstHU 

Molyctiqi, lac. and its consuliaots would like to meet with EPA Region VI ID Dallas fur a few LourK Uuriiig 
(tie week of June 15 (if tbat weeic is convenient for EPA) to discuss tbe issues raised in Molycoip's N POES 
pemtii renewal applicaticm for its molybdenum mming upeiatiannear <)uesu, New Mexico. We could also 
iihow a 10-minuic v i d c o t ^ ofthe mine area, and pictutes and maps ofthe site. 

We would he prqtared to discuss both die teduucal and legal issues raised by the applicatiiMi, iiictuUint̂  thu 
i8sue.s concerning the permit limits and dtose related to ground water seepage. 

Please call me at {SOS) 586-7626 and let me know which day will be die must canveniem for EPA. If the 
week of June 15 is inconvenient, we will find an altcmadve time. I look forwanl to hearing I'rum yuu. 

Sinatvly. 

Cieynt I. Lorinczi 
Environmental Manager 
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Renea Ryland, Esquire 
Assistant Regional Counsel 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region VI 
1445 Ross Avenue - Suite 1200 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Re: Molycorp's NPDES Permit, No. NM0022306 

Dear Ms. Ryland: 

SUITE I aoo 
20I0 MAIN STREET 

IRVINE. CALIFORNIA 92614 

(7i4» ae3-e«oo 

FACSIMILE (714) ee3-e4i<a 

laO FLEET STREET 

LONDON CC4A 2HO 
4.4-i7i-4l3-OOII 

FACSIMILE 44- I7 I -4 I3-0333 

RECEIVED 
OCT 07 1998 

6WQ-PP 

We are writing in connection with EPA's pending renewal of Molycorp's 
above-referenced NPDES permit and the related notice of intent to sue EPA filed by 
Amigos Bravos, et al., on August 4, 1998. We wanted to bring to yovir attention one 
particular aspect of EPA's recent clarification of the Clean Water Act's effiuent 
guidelines for the ore mining industry (which includes Molycorp's molybdenum 
mine). 63 Fed. Reg. 42534 et seq. (August 7, 1998) (copy enclosed). 

That clarification confirms that non-point source poUution from overburden 
("waste rock") piles at mines is not subject to the NPDES permit requirements 
under section 402 of the Clean Water Act. EPA wrote: 

discharges from waste rock and/or overburden piles 
would be outside the scope of the Guidelines if they consist 
entirely of diffuse runoff which did not either normally 
flow to, or by design drain to a point source. Such diffuse^ 
runoff would not even be subject to the NPDES permit 
program if it was not added to the waters of the United 

v^States through a discrete, confined, discernible 
conveyance. 
ft 

63 Fed. Reg. at 42538, c.1-2 (emphasis added). 

^ECEl 
OCT 0 :Q 

I J 

^WQ, 
'38 

PQ 

This policy statement confirms the U.S. EPA Region VI conclusion in 1993 
that ground water seepage percolating through Molycorp's overburden piles is not a 
discharge from a point source. NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 (Molycorp, Inc.) 



Renea Ryland, Esquire _ ^ ^A 
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"Response to Public Comments - Final Permit Decision"; EPA's Response to Public 
Comment No. 9 (Dec. 1993). 

The foregoing statement also rebuts the claims made by Amigos Bravos in its 
recent notice of citizen suit that overbvirden piles themselves constitute point 
sources of pollutants which must be regulated vmder the NPDES permit program. 
See, e.g.. Letter from Westem Environmental Law Center to EPA at p.4, dated 
August 4, 1998 ("Molycorp's wasterock dump discharges are unpermitted point 
source discharges"). 

EPA's August 7, 1998, clarification applies on a nationwide basis. See 63 
Fed. Reg. at 42534, c l . It clearly supercedes any contrary implications in the 
informal guideuice issued by EPA Region VIII on December 22, 1993, regarding 
"NPDES Permit Issues Hard Rock Mines," which Amigos Bravos previously has 
relied upon. The analysis contained in the EPA Region VI "Report on Hydrological 
Connection Associated With Molycorp Mining Activity, Questa, New Mexico," dated 
February, 1998, preceded this EPA clarification. 

If you have any questions about EPA's August 1998 clarification, do not 
hesitate to call us. 

Very truly yours. 

Richard E. Schwartz-
R. Timothy McCrum 

Enclosure 
cc: Mr. Scott Wilson, U.S. EPA Region VI (w/enc) 

Ms. Jane Watson, U.S. EPA Region VI (w/enc) 
Mr. David R. Shoemaker (w/enc) 
Mr. Geyza I. Lorinczi (w/enc) 

1546394 
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Part III 

Environmental 
Protection Agency 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Storm Water Multi-
Sector General Permit Modification for 
Industrial Activities; Notice 



42534 Federal Reg: • /Vol . 63. No. 152 /Fr iday . August 7, 8 /Not ices 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[WH-FRL-6135-8] 

Modification of the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Storm Water Multi-Sector 
General Permit for Industrial Activities 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Final modification of NPDES 
general permits; notice of interpretation. 

SUMMARY: Today's action clarifies an 
interpretation ofthe technology-based 
effluent limitations applicable to point 
sources of "mine drainage" at active ore 
mining and dressing operations, which 
was contained in a recently-issued 
NPDES general permit for storm water 
associated with industrial activity. With 
this notice, EPA provides a more 
definitive interpretation ofthe 
applicability of those recently-issued 
general permits, specifically, as they 
apply to certain storm water discharges 
at active ore mining and dressing 
operations. To incorporate today's 
interpretation, EPA modifies the NPDES 
general permits issued by EPA Regions 
1,6,9 and 10 because the Agency is the 
permit issuance authority in States in 
those Regions. EPA intends, however, 
that the interpretation apply nationwide 
in all EPA Regions. 

DATES: These permit modifications shall 
be effective on September 8,1998. 
AODRESSES: The complete 
administrative record for today's permit 
modification is available for public 
review the Water Docket MC-4101, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 
M Stieet, SW, Washington, DC, 20460. 
FOR FURmER INFORMAnON CONrACT: For 
further information, contact Bryan 
Rittenhouse, Office of Wastewater 
Management, Office of Water at (202) 
260-0592 or the appropriate EPA 
Regional Office. For EPA Region 1, 
covering discharges in the State of 
Maine and Federal Indian reservations 
in Maine, in the Conunonwealth of 
Massachusetts and Federal Indian 
reservations in Massachusetts, in the 
State of New Hampshire and Federal 
Indian reservations in New Hampshire, 
as well as Federal Indian reservations in 
the States of Vermont, Connecticut, and 
Rhode Island, and Federal facilities in 
Vermont, contact Thelma Hamilton at 
(617) 565-3569. For EPA Region 6, 
covering discharges in the State of Texas 
and Federal Indian reservations in 
Texas, in the State of New Mexico and 
Federal Indian reservations in New 
Mexico (except Navajo Reservation 
lands, which are covered by EPA Region 

9 and Ute Reservation lands, which are 
covered by EPA Region 8 and were not 
covered by the Multi-Sector General 
Pennit), as well as Federal Indian 
reservations in Oklahoma and 
Louisiana, contact Brian Burgess at 
(214) 665-7534. For EPA Region 9, 
covering the State of Arizona and 
Federal Indian reservations in Arizona, 
and Federal Indian reservations in 
Califomia (except the Hoopa Valley 
Tribe) and Nevada, as well as the Duck 
Valley, Fort McDermitt, Goshute 
Reservations and Navajo Reservations, 
each of which cross State boundaries, 
contact Eugene Bromley at (415) 744-
1906. For EPA Region 10. covering the 
State of Alaska and Federal Indian 
reservations in Alaska, the State of ;. 
Idaho and Federal Indian reservations in 
Idaho (except the Duck Valley 
Reservation, which is covered by EPA 
Region 9), Federal Indianreservationsin 
Washington and Oregon, (except the Fort 
McDermitt Reservation, which is 
covered by EPA Region 9), as well as 
Federal facilities in Washington, contact 
Joe Wallace at (206) 553-6645. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMAnON: 

Authority: EPA issues NPDES pennits 
under the authority of CWA section 402, 33 
U.S.C section 1342. Today's modification is 
based on an interpretation of rules published 
under the authority of CWA sections 301, 
304, 308,402. and 501(a), 33 U.S.C. sections 
1311,1314,131B, 1342, ahd 13Bl(a). Today's 
action modifies a table that was initially 
published in conjunction with NPDES 
peimits for storm water associated with 
industrial activity issued pursuant to CWA 
section 402, 33 U.S.C section 1342. 

In today's notice, EPA announces its 
interpretation of the technology-based 
effluent limitations applicable to point 
sources of "mine drainage" at ore 
mining and dressing operations under 
the Clean Water Act ("CWA"). 33 U.S.C. 
§ 1251 et seq. This interpretation 
updates and replaces an earlier 
interpretation published in the fact 
sheet for the final National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System 
("NPDES") Stonn Water Muld-Sector 
General Permit for Industrial Activities 
at 60 FR 50804 (Sept. 29, igg5)("Multi-
Sector Permit"). The interpretation in 
today's notice replaces EPA's 
interpretation in Table G-4 ofthe Multi-
Sector Permit regarding the applicability 
ofthe "mine drainage" provisions of 
regulations found at 40 CFR Part 440. 60 
FR at 50897. Today's notice also 
supersedes and clarifies the 
interpretation that the Agency proposed 
at 62 FR 54950 (Oct. 22,1997). 

EPA reviewed the administrative 
record supporting the Part 440 
regulations, as well as Agency 
statements made during the course of 

litigation over those regulations, and 
revises Table G-^ accordingly. In 
litigation challenging the Multi-Sector 
Permit, National Mining Association v. 
EPA. No. 95-3519 (Sth Cir.), the 
National Mining Association (NMA) 
argued that the regulatory interpretation 
contained in Table G-4 was overly 
expansive and not supported by 
appropriate economic and technological 
evaluation. To support its argument, 
NMA cited Agency statements made 
during the course of litigation 
approximately twenty years earlier. 
These statements were not raised and 
presented to the Agency during the 
public comment period ofthe permit. In 
response to NMA's arguments in the 
current litigation, EPA has re-evaltuted 
the imderlying record supporting the 
Part 440 regulations and is 
supplementing its interpretation of the 
"mine drainage" provisions contaiiied 
in Table G-4. Today's action supenedes 
the Agency interpretation contained in 
the Fact Sheet to the Multi-Sector 
Permit, as originally issued. 

Upon review of those documents, the 
Agency believes the documents 
(including judicial case law) speak for 
themselves. Therefore, the Agency is 
proposing to withdraw portions ofthe 
Table that discuss applicability ofthe 
Part 440 regulations; i.e., those portions 
of the Table that do not specify 
applicability ofthe Multi-Sector permit. 
By today's action, EPA also expands the 
applicability of the Multi-Sector pennit 
consistent with the interpretation in 
today's notice. 

L Effluent Guidelines fior Ore Drasaing 
and Miiung Point Souree Categoiy 

A. Background 

Congress enacted the Clean Water Act 
to establish a comprehensive program to 
"restore and maintain the chemical, 
physical and biological integrity ofthe 
Nation's waters' through the reduction, 
and eventual elimination, ofthe 
discharge of pollutants into those 
waters. CWA § 101(a); 33 U.S.C 
§^1251(a). To achieve its objective, the 
CWA provides for a peimit program to 
control "point source" pollution. The 
CWA point source permitting program 
is known as the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System 
("NPDES"), under which EPA or 
authorized States issue pennits for point 
source discharges. Except in accordance 
with an NPDES permit, a point source 
discharge of a pollutant is imlawful. 
CWA § 301(a); 33 U.S.C. § 1311(a). All 
NPDES permits must, at a minimum, 
contain technology-based effluent 
limitations established in effluent 
guidelines or standards or, if no such 
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guidelines have been established, 
limitations derived on the basis of best 
professional judgment. 

Individual NPDES permits contain 
substantive restrictions, called "effluent 
Umitations." which are aimed at 
controlling the level of pollutants in 
point source discharges. CWA § 402(a); 
33 U.S.C. § 1342(a). Effluent limitations 
may be "technology-based" or "water 
quality-based. "• For some industrial 
point souirce categories, EPA has . 
published technology-based effluent 
limitations that apply on a nationwide 
basis, pursuant to CWA §§ 304(b) and 
3a6(b)(l)(B); 33 U.S.C. §§ 1314(b) and 
1316(b)(l)(B).2 These limiutions are 
called national effluent limitations 
guidelines or standards. EPA has 
published best practicable control 
technology cunently available ("BPT"), 
best conventional pollutant control 
technology ("BCT"), best available 
technology economically achievable 
("BAT") effluent guidelines, and new 
souice performance standards ("NSPS") 
for point sources in over fifty difî arent 
industrial categories. Among the 
effluent guideUnes and standards which 
EPA has established ara those 
applicable to the ore mining and 
dressing industry. These guidelines are 
knovm as the "Effluent Guidelines for 
the Ore Mining and Dressing Point 
Source Category" (hereinafter referred to 
as the "Guidelines"). The Guidelines are 
published at 40 CFR Part 440. 

EPA first published the Guidelines on 
an interim final basis on November 6, 
1975. 40 FR 51722. On July 11,1978, 
after substantially expanding the data 
base supporting the Guidelines, and 
after considering comments submitted 
since initial promulgation, EPA 
republished the Guidelines in modified 
form. 43 FR 29771 (July 11.1978). Both 
the initial and republished Guidelines 
established BPT effluent limitations for 
discharges for ore mining and dressing 
operations. 

B. Storm Water Regulation Under the 
Guidelines^ 

The Guidelines establish industry
wide effluent limitations for two types 
of mine discbarges: (1) mill discharges 

' Water quality based effluent limitations ara 
included in permits when necessary to assure 
compliance with water quality standards. 

• If no such guidelines have been established, 
technology-based limits are developed on a case-by-
case basis based on the best professional judgment 
of the permit writer. 

'The definitions of and discussion of these terms 
in this notice are within the use of these terms 
imder the NPDES program and the Clean Water Act. 
These definitions are not specifically applicable to 
:he use of these tenns under other federal 
environmental laws, including under the Resources 
Conservation and Recovery Act. 42 U.S.C. §§6901. 
c: seq. (RCRAI and its implementing regulations. 

and (2) mine drainage. "Mine drainage" 
means "any water drained, pumped, or 
siphoned from a mine." 40 CFR 
440.132(h). A "mine," in tum, is 
defined as: 

An active inining area, including all 
land and property placed under, or 
above the surface of such land, used in 
or resulting from the work of extracting 
metal ore or minerais from their natural 
deposits by any means or method, 
including secondary recovery of metal 
ore from refuse or other storage piles, 
wastes, or rock dumps and mine tailings 
derived from the mining, cleaning, or 
concentration of metal ores. 40 CFR 
440.132(g)(emphasis added). An "active 
mining area," in tum, is defined as: A 
place where work or other activity 
related to the extraction, removal, or 
recovery of metal ore is being 
conducted, except, with respect to 
surfiice mines, any area of land on or in 
which grading has been completed to 
retum the eaith to desired contour and 
reclamation work has begun. 40 CFR 
440.132(a). 

1. Petition for Reconsideration 
After EPA promulgated the 

Guidelines on July 11,1978, a number 
of mining companies filed petitions for 
judicial review challenging the 
Guidelines. (The judicial challenges are 
discussed below.) During the pendency 
of its judicial challenge, one of those 
companies, Kennecott Copper 
Corporation ("Kennecott") filed an 
administrative petition vrith EPA (dated 
September 26,1978) requesting that the 
Agency reconsider and clarify the 
Guidelines. Kennecott amended its 
petition on November 9,1978. 
Kennecott identified five areas of 
alleged deficiencies and concems with 
the Guidelines. One of these issues 
related to the storm water runoff 
provisions of the Guidelines. 

Keimecott objected to the storm water 
runoff provisions, which it argued were 
overly vague and capable of being 
interpreted in a manner that would 
violate applicable law. Among other 
things, Kennecott was particularly 
concemed about applicability of the 
Guidelines to what it referred to as 
"non-process" areas at mining 
operations. Kennecott further argued 
that the Guidelines, if applied in the 
manner suggested by Kennecott. would 
entail exorbitant costs not considered 
during the rule making. Kennecott 
presented EPA with cost estimates that 
Kennecott believed it would have to 
incur to comply with the Guidelines. 
Kennecott estimated costs to control 
storm water drainage flows from what 
Kennecott referred to as the "process" 
and "non-process" areas at two 

Kennecott mining operations, the i^y 
Mine and the Chino Mine. As discussed 
more fully beiow, the Agency's decision 
on Kennecott's petition is at the core of 
the NMA litigation over the Multi-
Sector Permit. 

In partial response to the Kennecott 
petition, EPA published a notice in the 
Federal Register that clarified the scope 
ofthe Guidelines' applicability to storm 
water runoff. 44 FR 7953-54 (Feb. 8, 
1979). That Notice of Clarification 
explained that the Guidelines applied 
only to point sources in the active 
mining area. The Notice clarified EPA's 
interpretation that the "mine drainage" 
provisions applied to "water which ^ 
contacts an active mining area andflows 
into a point source." Id. EPA further ̂  
explained that mining operations are 
not requirad to "collect and contain 
diffuse storm (water) nmoff which 
would not otherwise be collected In or 
does not-otherwise drain into a point 
source." Id. at 7954. In other words, 
diffuse storm water (from an active 
mining area) that was collected or 
contained in, or that naturally flawed 
into, a point source was subject to the 
Guidelines. Other storm water drainage 
flows were not subject to the 
Giudelines. 

EPA denied Kennecott's petition bn 
Febmary 21.1979. In doing so, EPA 
relied in part on the Notice of 
Clarification. The decision on the 
reconsideration petition discussed the 
applicability of the Guidelines to 
Keimecott's Ray Mine. For storm water 
drainage flows from what Kennecott 
called "non-process" areas at the Ray 
Mine, EPA concluded that Kennecott 
would incur no additional costs. 
Kennecott had, for the purposes of its 
petition, defined "non-process" area to 
mean "overburden dumps, material too 
low in mineral content even to leadi, 
and exposed benches at the mine." ~ 
Citing to the Notice of Clarification, EPA 
concluded that the definition of "mine 
drainage" did not include diffiise storm 
water runoff from overburden dumps . 
and material too low in mineral conleiit 
to leach. As that Notice of Clarification 
explained, "[a]ll water which contacts 
an 'active mining area * * *' and either 
does not flow, or is not channeled by 
the operator, to a point source, is 
considered runoff, and it is not the 
regulations' intent to require the mine 
operator to collect and treat such 
runoff." 44 FR at 7954. On the matter of 
storm water contacting the exposed 
benches. EPA could not determine 
whether such discharges would 
constitute point source discharges and 
thus, concluded that the issue would 
best be addressed by the permitting 
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authority in the context of a permit 
proceeding. 

2. Judicial Challenge 

The Guidelines mle was ultimately 
upheld by the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the Tenth Circuit. Kennecott Copper 
Corp. v. EPA. 612 F.2d 1232 (10th Cir. 
1979). In affirming the Guidelines, the 
Tenth Circuit relied on the language of 
the Notice of Clarification and 
considered moot the Petitioner's 
challenges to storm water runoff 
provisions, which were based on the 
argiunent that the Guidialines were 
overly board and included "nonpoint" 
as well as "point sources." Kennecott 
Copper Corp.. 612 F.2d at 1242. The 
court hmher found tha t"* " * EPA is 
entirely within its authority in 
regtdating (discharges of] storm nmoff 
that falls within [the definition of) a 
'point source. '" Id. at 1243. 
Additionaily, the coiut reasoned that 
the deteimination of whether a 
particular discharge constitutes a point 
source is best made in the context of 
permit proceedings, guided by the broad 
definition of "point source" provided in 
the CWA.« The Court recognized that it 
is "unreaUstic, if not altogether 
impossible" to provide an "absolute and 
imequivocal" definition of "point 
source" and mle of appUcabiUty, furthei 
supporting case-by-case or site-specific 
determinations on appUcabiUty of the 
Guidelines. 

Congress has purposefully phrased 
this definition broadly. This is as it 
should be given its contemplated 
appUcabiUty to Uterally thousands of 
poUution sources. To cast such 
definitions in absolute, unequivocal 
terms would be unreaUstic, if not 
altogether impossible. As we observed 
in American Petroleum Institute, 540 
F.2d at 1032: "On the road to attainment 
of the no discharge objective some 
flexibiUty is needed." 612 F.2d at 1243. 

The court did not say anything further 
in response to Kennecott's arguments 
complaining that the Guidelines would 
improperly regulate nonpoint source 
discharges at mine sites. The court did 
not rely on or cite to any other 
references in the administrative record 
before it. In response to any remaining 
arguments before it, the court simply 
noted that "careful examination of 
petitioner's remaining arguments has 
persuaded us that they are without 

merit." Id. at 1243. Thus, the court 
either summaiily rejec:ted Kennecott's 
arguments that the Guidelines were 
vague and overly board, or affirmatively 
upheld the regulations against 
Kennecott's challenges based on reasons 
explained in the decision.^ 

While, over the course of the 
intervening years, the federal courts 
have refined their interpretations of 
"point source," EPA's conclusions 
about point sources at mining 
operations has remained constant. In 
upholding the GuideUnes in Kennecott 
Copper Corp., the Tenth Circuit 
specifically cited to one ofthe seminal 
cases upon which courts rely for the 
proposition that the term "point source" 
should be interpreted broadly. United 
States V. Earth Sciences, Inc.. 599 F.2d 
368 (10th Cir. 1979). 612 F.2d at 1241, 
1243. 

3. Subsequent Agency Action 

Apart from the Agency statements 
made during the course of the Kennecott 
Copper Corp. Utigation, EPA staff has 
not been able to locate evidence of 
subsequent Agency action referring to 
those statements. Since that time, EPA 
and authorized NPDES States have 
issued pennits to a significant number 
of ore mining and dressing operations. 
Until the instant Utigation, no party 
identified oi presented any of the 
Agency Utigation statements from the 
Kennecott Copper Corp. case to Agency 
peraonnel working with NPDES permits. 

A subsequent judicial case, which 
EPA cited in the 1990 storm water 
regulations, further clarifies that storm 
water associated with industrial activity 
at mining sites may result in point 
source discharges. See Sierra C/ub v. 
Abston Construction Co.. Inc., 620 F.2d 
41 (5tii Cir. 1980); 55 FR at 47997. In 
that case, the coiut detennined that 
whether a point source discharge was 
present due to rainfall causing sediment 
basin overflow and erosion of piles of 
discarded material, even without direct 
action by coal miners, was a question of 
fact. 620 F.2d at 45. The ultimate 
question was whether the discharge is 
from a "discernible, confined, discrete 
conveyance," whether by gravitational 
or non-gravitational means. Id. It was 
irrelevant that operators did not 
construct the conveyances, so long as 
those conveyances were reasonably 

' "Pnint source" is defined at Clean Water Act 
: 502(141 to mean "any discernible, confined, and 
liscrete conveyance, including but not limited to 
..nv pipe, aitch. channel, tunnel, conduit, well, 
liscrete fissure, container, rolling stock, 
nncenirated animal feeding operation, or vessel or 
.met tioating craft, from which pollutants are or 

~av oe Qischarged. See ayso 40 CFlf 122.2. 

' In litigation over the Multi-Sector Permit. NMA 
now suggests that the 10th Circuit relied on the 
.Agency statements conceming tbe status of storm 
water drainage flows at the Ray Mine to uphold the 
Guidelines and that the Agency cannot now 
conclude that the court independently found the 
siorm water runoff provisions of the Guidelines 
acceptable. EPA disagrees. The court's decision 
never cites or discusses anv of these statements. 

likely to be the means by which 
pollutants were ultimately deposited 
into a navigable body of water. Id. 
Conveyances of pollution formed either 
as a result of natural erosion or by 
material means may fit the statutory 
definition of point source. Id. 

n . NPDES Storm Water General Multi-
Sector Peimit for Industrial Activities 

A. Background 

In 1987, Congress amended the CWA 
by adding, among other things, several 
provisions conceming the control of 
point source discharges composed 
entirely of storm water. In the .1987 
amendments. Congress directed EP'A to 
pubUsh pennit appUcation regulations 
for "discharges of storm water '^ .. 
associated with industrial activity." 
CWA § 402(p)(4)(A), 33 U.S.C 
% 1342(p)(4)(A). On November 16,1990. 
EPA published those regulations. In. .. 
doing so, EPA defined "stoim water" as" 
storm water runoff, snow melt nmoff, 
and surface runoff and drainage. It also 
defined "(sjtorm water discharge 
associated with industrial activity" to 
mean the discharge of poUutants from 
any conveyance which is used for. 
collecting and conveying storm water 
and whidi is directiy related to 
manufocturing, processing, or raw 
materials storage areas at an industrial 
plant. See 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14). 
Included among these dischaiges were 
dischaiges from conveyances at inining 
faciUties, including from active and 
inactive mining operations that 
discharge stoim water contaminated by 
contact vrith or that has come into 
contact with overburden. 40 CFR 
122.26(b)(14)(iu). In the course of that 
rule making, in order to reconcile those 
appUcation regulations with a statutory 
exemption from CWA section 402(1)(2), 
EPA noted tbat "a permit application 
will be required when discharges of 
storm water runoff from mining 
operations come into contact with any 

overburden. 55 FR 47990. 
48032. Today's interpretation and 
permit modification implements those 
provisions. 

Upon challenge, this part ofthe 
regulations was upheld by the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. 
American Mining Congress v. EPA, 965 
F.2d 759 (9th Cir. 1992) (regulations 
upheld against industry challenge that 
the mles, among other things, imposed 
retroactive liability for storm water 
discharges from existing mine sites). 
The issues in that case are related to, but 
different from, the issues addressed in 
today's action. That case involved 
inactive mines; today's action involves 
active mining operations. 

I 
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The NPDES regulations for storm 
water describe three mechanisms by 
which dischargers of storm water 
associated with industrial activity could 
apply for permits. 40 CFR 122.26(c)(1). 
First, dischargers can apply for 
"individual permits." Second, (prior to 
1992) dischargers could apply for 
permits through a "group application." 
Third, dischargers can apply for 
coverage under an "EPA promulgated 
storm water general permit." 
Dischargers from numerous industries 
applied for pennits through the group 
application process. Among them were 
dischargers from the ore mining and 
dressing industry. 

On March 10,1993, EPA accepted 
group applications from ore mining and 
dressing industry appUcants and began 
processing those group appUcations. On 
November 19,1993, EPA proposed to 
issue a single "general" pennit (for each 
State where EPA issues permits) based 
on all of the group appUcations 
accepted and received from group 
applicants in various covered 
industries. 58 FR 61146, 61236-61251 
(November 19,1993). EPA issued that 
set of general permits on September 29, 
1995, and took subsequent action 
conceming these general pennits on 
Febmary 9,1996, Febmary 20,1996 and 
September 24,1996. These general 
permits are entitled the NPDES Storm 
Water Multi-Sector General Permits for 
Industrial Activities (hereinafter 
referred to in the singular as the "Multi-
Sector Pennit"). The Multi-Sector 
Permit applies in most States, 
Territories, and Indian Country where 
EPA administers the NPDES permitting 
program. 

The Multi-Sector Permit contains 
requirements that are specifically 
tailored to the types of industrial 
activity occurring at faciUties 
represented by various industry groups 
applicants. Unlike much of the Ore 
Mining and Dressing Guidelines, the 
Multi-Sector Permit incorporates 
nanative effluent Umitations for storm 
water dischaiges. These narrative 
effluent limitations are referred to as 
"best management practices" ("BMPs"). 
BMPs are designed to represent the 
pollution reductions achievable through 
application of BAT and BCT. Permits 
include BMPs to control or abate the 
discharge of pollutants when, for 
example, numeric effluent limitations 
are infeasible. 40 CFR 122.44(k). 

In addition to the nanative BMPs, the 
Multi-Sector Pennit includes eligibility 
restrictions. Multi-Sector Permit Part 
I.B.3.(a)-(h), 60 FR at 51112. Discharges 
that do not comply with the eligibility 
restrictions are not authorized by the 
permit. For example, storm water 

discharges that the Agency has 
determined to be or may reasonably be 
expected to be contributing to a 
violation of a water quality standard are 
not authorized by the Multi-Sector 
Permit. Multi-Sector Pennit Part I.B.3.f. 

B. Multi-Sector Permit Coverage of 
.Mining Activity 

By its terms, the MulU-Sector Permit 
provides authorization for some storm 
water discharges from ore (metal) 
mining and dressing facilities. 
Authorization initially was limited, 
however, to storm water discharges from 
or off of: topsoil piles; offsite haul/ 
access roads outside the active mining 
area; onsite haul roads if not 
constmcted of waste rock or spent ore 
(except if mine drainage is used for dust 
control); runoff from tailings dams/dikes 
when not constmcted of waste rock/ 
tailings and no process fluids are 
present; concentration buildings, if no 
contact with material piles; mill sites, if 
no contact with material piles; chemical 
storage areas; docking facilities, if no 
excessive contact with waste product; 
explosive storage areas; reclaimed areas 
released from reclamation bonds prior 
to December 17,1990; and partially/ 
inadequately reclaimed areas or areas 
not released from reclamation bonds. 

The Multi-Sector Permit covere 
discharges composed of entirely storm 
water flows, as well as certain allowable 
non-storm water discharges. 60 FR at 
51114; Part ni.A. The Multi-Sector 
Permit does not authorize point source 
dry weather discharges, such as from 
mine adits, tuimels, or contaminated 
springs or seeps, which are not storm 
water. Id.; Part III.A.2.a.; 60 FR at 51155. 
Note that such dry weather discharges 
are not affected by today's clarification. 

Under the Multi-Sector Permit at Part 
I.B.3.g., permit coverage is available for 
storm water discharges covered by 
some, but not aU, of the various effluent 
guidelines that address storm water, 
including, for example, some of the 
storm water discharges under the 
Mineral Mining and Processing 
GuideUnes at 40 CFR Part 436. 60 FR at 
51112. The Multi-Sector Pennit does 
not, however, cover storm water 
disdiarges from point sources that are 
subject to the Ore Mining and Dressing 
GuideUnes. 60 FR at 51155; Part 
XI.G.l.a. 

Table G-4 ofthe Multi-Sector Permit, 
entitled "AppUcabiUty of 40 CFR Part 
440 Effluent Limitations Guidelines to 
Storm Water," identified various 
discharge sources associated with ore 
mining and dressing operations. The 
Table indicated EPA's view at that time 
conceming standards of regulatory 
control for those discharges. The 

different standards of regulatory control 
include: "mine drainage" effluent 
limitations guidelines, foimd in the 
Guidelines: "mill discharge process 
water" effluent limitations guidelines, 
also found in the Guidelines; "storm 
water." which could, for example, be 
found in the Multi-Sector Permit; and 
"unclassified," indicating discharges 

not regulated under the Guidelines or 
the Multi-Sector Permit. 

As EPA said in adopting the Multi-
Sector Permit: "Table G-4 clarifies the 
applicability of the Effluent Limitations 
Guidelines found in 40 CFR Part 440. 
This Table does not expand or redefine 
these Effluent Limitations Guidelines." 
60 FR at 50897 (emphasis added). EPA's 
intent in pubUshing Table G—4, 
therefore, was merely to reiterate the 
interpretation that EPA issued when it 
promulgated the Guidelines. 

m . Legal Challenge Conceming Table 
G-4 

On October 10,1995, the National 
Mining Association (hereinafter referred 
to as "NMA" or the "Petitioners") 
petitioned the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the Eighth Circuit for judicial review of 
the Multi-Sector Permit. Specifically, 
Petitioners challenged EPA's 
determination that storm water mnoff 
from a number of ancillary mine sources 
identified in Table G-4 of the Multi-
Sector Permit would constitute sources 
of "mine drainage" under the 
Guidelines. The particular mining 
activities of concem include overburden 
piles, haul roads made of overburden 
and other ancilleuy mine areas. As noted 
above, EPA excluded storm water runoff 
from these sources from coverage under 
the Multi-Sector Permit. The Petitioners 
contended that tiiis determination 
reflects a new, more expansive 
interpretation of the Guidelines. 

NMA presented documents from the 
prior Kennecott Utigation, namely: 
EPA's 1979 decision responding to 
Kennecott's petition for reconsideration 
ofthe Guidelines; a letter of EPA 
counsel which was attached to a 
dedsion responding to the Kennecott 
petition for reconsideration of the 
Guidelines; and a brief that EPA filed 
before the Tenth Circuit. NMA cited 
these documents to support its 
argument that EPA's interpretation prior 
to publishing the Multi-Sector Permit 
was that "overburden" ("waste rock/ 
overburden piles") and ancillary aieas 
at mining operations would be outside 
the scope of the Guidelines. NMA 
asserted that certain entries in Table G-
4 were incorrect to the extent that the 
table categorically identified discharges 
from such sources as covered by the 
Guidelines. NMA argued that, based on 

i«*«i 
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EPA statements made during the course 
of the Kennecott litigation, no 
overburden-related areas are covered by 
the Guidelines. 

EPA has reviewed the Agency 
statements made during the 1979 
litigation challenging the Guidelines 
mle making. While disagreeing with 
NMA's categorical conclusion that no 
overburden-related areas are covered by 
the Guidelines, EPA believes the earlier 
Agency statements reflect an EPA 
interpretation that a storm water 
discharge from a waste rock or 
overburden piles would not be subjed 
to the Guidelines imless: (1) it naturally 
drains (or is intentionally diverted) to a 
point source; and (2) combines with 
"mine drainage" that is otherwise 
regulated under the Part 440 
regulations. Such a discharge would be 
subject to the Part 440 regulations if, 
however, it combined with either 
process watera (i.e., miU drainage) or 
other mine drainage. This clarification 
was not obvious from the face of Table 
G-4 as presented in the Multi-Sector 
Pennit. 

NMA's challenge to the Multi-Sector 
Permit is currentiy under the 
advisement of the Eighth Circuit. Both 
parties have submitted briefs. A 
coaUtion of citizens' interest groups, the 
Westem Mining Action Project and 
Siena Club Legal Defense Fund, also 
filed an amicus curiae brief with the 
Court. On March 10,1997, the Eighth 
Circuit heard oral argument in National 
Mining Association v. EPA, No. 95-
3519. At that time, counsel for EPA 
represented to the court that EPA 
intended to prepare a clarification of the 
Agency's interpretation of the 
technology-based effluent limitations 
applicable to point soiirt:e discharges 
from various areas at ore mining and 
dressing operations. Today's notice 
provides that clarification and would 
revise the Table so that it reflects only 
sources to which the Permit would 
apply. 

rv. Intnpretation 
Upon fuller review of the underlying 

record, EPA now beUeves that, in 1978-
79, the Agency did not consider certain 
point source discharges of storm water 
associated with "waste rock and 
overburden" to be subject to the Ore 
Mining and Dressing Guidelines. 
Specifically, EPA did not conduct a 
complete economic and technological 
assessment of diverting drainage flows 
from "waste rock or overburden" 
outside the active mining area into the 
active mining area. Therefore, the 
Agency did not consider such 
discharges to be sources of mine 
drainage. First, discharges from waste 

rock and/or overburden piles would be 
outside the scope of the Guidelines if 
they consist "entirely of diffuse runoff 
which contacts overburden piles, which 
did not either normally flow to, or by 
design drain to a point source." Such 
diffuse runoff would not even be subject 
to the NPDES permit program if it was 
not added to waters of the United States 
through a discrete, confined, 
discemable conveyance. See 44 FR 7953 
(Feb. 8,1979). Second, such discharges 
would be outside the scope of the 
Guidelines if storm water nmoff from 
waste rock and/or overburden-related 
sources does not combine with mine 
drainage otherwise subject to the Part 
440 regulations. In light of the above, 
EPA beUeves that, to the extent that a 
reader could misinterpret the Table as 
categorically including all "waste rock/ 
overburden" sources to be within the 
"active mining area," Table G-4 did not 
accurately reflect tbe scope of the 
appUcability of the GuideUnes. 

Today's action does not chcuige in any 
way EPA's interpretation of the coverage 
of the Guidelines set forth in the 1979 
Notice of Clarification, which provides 
that the Guidelines "are not intended to 
require the operator to collect and 
contain diffuse storm water nmoff 
which would not otherwise be colleded 
in or does not otherwise drain into a 
point source." Today's notice articulates 
the 1979 interpretation to the fact 
situation contained in Table G-4 of the 
Multi-Sector Permit. 

Discharges from overburden-related 
sources that do not combine with "mine 
drainage" otherwise subject to the Part 
440 regulations are not covered by the 
Guidelines. Like all "point source" 
discharges, however, these discharges 
require NPDES permit authorization to 
be in compUance with the CWA. If these 
disdiarges are entirely composed of 
storm water (and are not covered by the 
Guidelines), then they may be 
authorized under an EPA general permit 
for storm water (if it otherwise meets the 
eUgibiUty provisions), or an individual 
permit with BPJ-based controls, which 
may include either numeric Umitations 
and/or narrative liinitations (in the form 
of BMPs). 

Discharges, from haul roads 
constmcted of waste rock or spent ore 
are subject to the Guidelines only if the 
discharge combines with "mine 
drainage" otherwise subject to the Part 
440 regulations and the resulting storm 
water flows drain into a point source. 
Point source discharges consisting 
entirely of storm water from haul road-
related sources would be addressed in 
the same maimer as "waste rock emd 
overburden" (see above). As noted 
above, such discharges would be 

outside the scope of the NPDES program 
if they consist entirely of diffuse runoff 
which does not flow to a point source. 

EPA notes that NPDES pennit 
coverage is still required when runoff 
from waste rock and overburden piles is 
channeled or drains to a point source. 
Under today's clarification, 
determinations about whether numeric 
effluent limitations similar to those in 
the Ore Mining and Dressing Guidelines 
should apply to discharges from 
overburden piles and haul roads are 
ones to be made on a site-by-site basis 
based on the "best professional 
judgment" of the permit writer 
(according to regulations at 40 CFR 
125.3(d)). Such permits might include 
effluent limitations similar to the 
effluent limitations for "mine drainage" 
under the GuideUnes. If determined 
feasible, EPA acknowledges that 
compUance with such limits may 
necessitate diversion of flows from such 
sources for treatment purposes. EPA 
provides additional guidance below. 

V. Guidance To Permit Applicants and 
Pennit Writers 

Based on the foregoing discussion, 
EPA is revising Table G-4 today. In its 
earUer form. Table G-4 could have been 
misinterpreted. Consistent with earUer 
EPA statements made in the preamble to 
the Guidelines, the Notice of 
Clarification and other documents 
discussed above, the Table G-4 
references to discharges from "waste 
rock/overburden" and "onsite haul 
roads constructed of waste rock or spent 
ore" at active ore mining and dressing 
sites are hereby modified. The Agency 
does not consider those discharges to be 
subjed to the Guidelines unless they 
combine with "mine drainage" 
otherwise subject to the Part 440 
regulations and the resulting storm 
water flows drain into a point source. 
Although not compelled by the 
GuideUnes, numeric effluent limitations 
may be appropriate for these discharges 
if the pennit writer so determines on a 
BPJ basis or if the discharge would 
cause or contribute to a violation of 
water quaUty standards. 

The term "active mining area" should 
be interpreted in accordance with the 
plain language ofthe regulations; 
however, application of the definition 
may vary from mine to mine. As the 
Tenth Circuit recognized in the 
Kennecott Corp. case, "to cast sudi 
definitions in absolute, unequivocal 
terms would be unrealistic, if not 
altogether impossible." 612 F.2d at 
1243. The regulations define "active 
mining area" as "a place where work or 
other activity related to the extraction, 
removal, or recoverv of metal ore is 
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being conducted, except, with respect to 
surface mines, any area of land on or in 
which grading has been completed to 
return the earth to desired contour and 
reclamation work has begun." 40 CFR 
440.132(a). 

Today's interpretation and guidance 
describe a distinct class of discharges 
that was not apparent from the face of 
Table G—I when the Agency published 
the Multi-Sector Permit. Specifically, 
today's interpretation identifies some 
discharges that could have been 
interpreted to be "mine drainage" under 
the plain language of the Guidelines 
and, therefore, within the appUcability 
of the Guidelines and ineligible for 
coverage under the ore mining and 
dressing portion of the Multi-Sector 
General Pennit (and under Table G-4) 
even though the Agency did not 
evaluate the technological feasibility 
and cost impacts of diverting drainage 
from those sources into the active 
mining area when it developed the Ore 
Mining and Dressing Guidelines. Based 
on today's clarification, such an 
interpretation would be inaccurate 
because EPA did not require diversion 
of flows from outside the active mining 
area into the active mining area for 
treatment. For this class of discharges 
described by today's notice, i.e., those 
from overburden and/or waste rock 
sources that do not combine with mine 
drainage otherwise subject to the Part 
440 regulations, authorization under a 
EPA general permit for storm water may 
be available subject to the eligibility 
restriction against storm water 
discharges that the Agency has 
determined to be or may reasonably be 
expected to be contributing to a 
violation of a water quality standard. 

Note that the permit appUcant bears 
the initial responsibility to determine 
whether its discharges are eUgible for 
coverage under an EPA-issued general 
permit. Discharges of "mine drainage" 
from the "adive mining area" are not 
eUgible for authorization under either 
the NPDES BaseUne General pennit or 
the Multi-Sedor Permit because such 
discharges are subject to the Guidelines. 
For this reason, EPA encourages permit 
applicants to contact the NPDES permit 
issuance authority if there is any doubt 
regarding the nature and scope of the 
"active mining area" at the site of their 
operations. In many cases, 
modifications to individual permits may 
be more appropriate for longer-term 
authorization ofthe storm discharges in 
question. Of course, as indicated in the 
fable, there may be other such point 
sources of drainage from within the 
active mining area that would not be 
".mine drainage." Such discharges mav 

be appropriately regulated under EPA 
general permits for storm water. 

EPA also recommends that permit 
applicants contact the relevant NPDES 
authority for assistance in determining 
the appropriate permitting vehicle to 
address the class oi discharges 
described in today's notice. At the time 
of reissuance, individual permits 
provide the best opportunity to evaluate 
all discharges at a mining operation, 
determine appropriate technology-based 
and water quality-based limitations, and 
tailor contiols appropriate for the 
discharge, for example, through the use 
of best professional judgment (BPJ) 
according to 40 CFR § 125.3(d) or 
analogous State law, and where 
necessary to assure compUance with 
water quaUty standards. 

NPDES permitting authorities should 
consider the following pollutants of 
concem when determining appropriate 
permit limitations: 
—pH, Acidity, and Alkalinity. The term 

pH is a measure of relative acidity or 
alkalinity of water. Acidity is 
produced by substances that yield 
hydrogen ions upon hydrolysis and 
alkalinity is produced by substances 
that yield hydroxyl ions. The 
concentration of hydrogen ions is 
termed "pH." At a pH of 7, the water 
is neutral; lower pH values indicate 
acidity and higher values indicate 
alkalinity. Mine waste water is 
generally acidic as a result of the 
oxidation of minerals. Extremes in pH 
or rapid pH changes can exert stress 
condiUons on aquatic biota, even to 
the point of killing aquatic life. The 
relative toxicity to aquatic life of other 
pollutants often is related to pH. For 
example, metalocyanide complexes 
can increase a thousand-fold in 
toxicity with a decline of 1.5 pH 
units. pH also affects the availability 
of nutrients utiUzed by aquatic life. 

—Total Suspended Solids ("TSS"). 
Suspended solids adveisely affect 
fisheries by covering the bottoms of 
streams and lakes, destroying the 
bottom dwelling fish and spawiung 
grounds. SoUds in suspension 
increase water turbidity, reduce light 
penetration and impair photo 
synthetic activity. When solids settle 
to the bottom, they are often more 
damaging to aquatic Ufe. TSS 
composed of organic matter may 
deplete available oxygen supplies 
necessary for maintaining aquatic 
ecosystems. High TSS concentrations 
are prevalent in discharges from 
mining operations as a result of the 
mining process itself. 

—Copper. In relatively low doses, 
copper can cause systems of 

gastroenteritis in humans, with 
nausea and intestinal irritations. 
Copper concentrations of less than 
one milligram per liter can be toxic to 
many kinds of fish and aquatic biota. 

—Zinc. Concentrations of zinc ranging 
from 0.01 to 0.1 milligrams per liter 
are lethal to fish. Zinc may be 
rendered more toxic in the presence 
of copper. 
tf the NPDES permitting authority has 

data, for example, which indicate that 
discharges outside the active mining 
area only present pollution concems 
associated with solids (e.g., settleable 
soUds or total suspended solids), the 
pennit requirements for those 
discharges may be limited to controlling 
those solids. However, if discharges 
contain heavy metals, the permitting 
authority, using BPJ, may estabUsh 
appropriate technology-based metals 
effluent limitations. Further, if the 
permitting authority has data to indicate 
a reasonable potential to cause or 
contribute to an excursion of water 
quality standards for other pollutants, 
including pH and/or heavy metals, then 
the permit must include those more 
stringent requirements to assure 
compliance with water quaUty 
standards. EPA recommends ongoing 
monitoring for both pH and metals 
because the complex geochemistry at 
many mine sites presents difficulty in 
predicting the quality of storm water 
into the future. 

In making BPJ determinations to 
require, for example, diversion of 
contaminated storm water flows for 
treatment, permitting authorities need to 
consider: the age of the equipment and 
facilities involved: process employed: 
the engineering aspects of the 
application of various types ol control 
techniques; process changes; the costs of 
achieving effluent reduction; and non-
water quality environmental impacts 
(including energy requirements). Such 
considerations should be documented 
in pennit fact sheets. 

Ul cases where there is a dry weather 
discharge outside the scope of the 
Guidelines, EPA strongly recommends 
that the permitting authority issue an 
individual NPDES pennit using BPJ to 
establish appropriate technology-based 
limits or more stringent limitations 
necessary to assure compliance with 
water quality standards. The permitting 
authority should consider the degree of 
pollutant discharges (especially, 
whether the discharge contains heavy 
metal pollutants) and must consider the 
impact on the receiving water when 
establishing appropriate water quality-
based controls on the discharge. 

Finally, the Agency cautions that 
today's interpretation should not be 
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read as a license for mine operators to 
convert point source discharges into 
"nonpoint" sources in order to avoid 
regulation under the NPDES permit 
program. If a mining operation has a 
discemable, confined, discrete 
conveyance, any attempt to avoid 
regulation by intentional "diffusion" of 
that waste water stream, for example by 
spraying it over a hill side or inserting 
diffusing devices at the ends of drainage 
culverts, would still constitute a point 
source discharge if the waste water 
ultimately entere watera ofthe United 
States (as opposed to appropriate land 
application of such waste watera). While 
such diffusion may benefidally reduce 
the potential for erosion and instream 
sedhnentation, it would not eliminate 
the need for treatment when necessary, 
for example, where the discharge 
contains metals contributing to a 
violation of State water quaUty 
standards. 

VI. Monitoring Requirements fbr Waste 
Rock and/or Overtaurden Sourees 
Eligible for Authorization Under 
Today's Modification 

Subjed to the eUgibiUty liinitations in 
the Multi-Sector Pennit, storm wator 
discharges from waste rock and 
overburden sources are eUgible for 
general permit authorization according 
to the terms and conditions of the 
permit. For the most part, permittees 
vinll control such discharges in the same 
manner as other storm water discharges 
associated with the operation that were 
already eligible for permit coverage. In 
response to comments that extending 
Multi-Sector Permit coverage to this 
category of discharges is inappropriate, 
however, today's permit modifications 
impose requirements for analytic 
monitoring of storm water discharges 
from these waste rock and/or 
overburden sources. 

By authorizing storm water dischaiges 
from waste rock and/or overburden 
sources, today's modifications to the 
Multi-Sedor Pennit will assure 
identification of and pollutant reduction 
at waste rock and/or overburden sources 
that might otherwise have remained 
unregulated until EPA (or State) 
regulatory peraonnel condud 
individual, mine-by-mine, source-by-
source evaluations. Under the 
monitoring requirements in today's 
modification, permittees (at all types of 
mines) will sample and measure at least 
once for a variety of mining-related 
pollutants. In addition, depending on 
the type of ore mined, permittees will 
also sample and measure twice annually 
for a list of pollutants specified for 
specific types of ore mining categories. 

The Multi-Sector Permit, as modified, 
expires in September 2000. Thus, the 
authorization provided by today's 
permit modification v^ll be of limited 
duration. Given the limitations in the 
data set from which EPA derived the 
requirements in the Multi-Sector Permit, 
the Agency believes that monitoring 
over time (until September 2000) is 
necessary, both to appropriately control 
storm water discharges from waste rock 
and overburden until September 2000, 
and to determine the appropriate 
control measures upon reissuance of the 
Multi-Sedor Permit. As such, the 
monitoring is both "regulatory," in that 
it will identify sources of particular 
concem, as well as "evaluative," in that 
it will provide data to describe and 
evaluate storm water dischaiges from 
waste rock and overburden sources in a 
comprehensive fashion. 

For storm water discharges from 
waste rock and overburden piles, 
permittees wiU sample and analyze at 
least once for the following metals: 
antimony, arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, 
copper, iron, lead, manganese, mercury, 
nickel, selenium, silver, zinc. Each of 
these metals can be measured using the 
same analytic test procedure. The 
original Multi-Sector Permit also 
included "parameter benchmark 
values" for each of these metals. See 60 
FR at 50826 (Table 5). Consistent with 
the identification of pollutants in the 
benchmark values table, permittees will 
measure for total "recoverable" metals. 
Though the Agency has expressed a 
poUcy preference for measurement of 
total dissolved metals in describing 
ambient water quaUty, the monitoring 
for total metals to characterize effluent 
discharges under today's modification is 
consistent with NPDES regulations, 
which spedfy that, when a pennit 
contains a limitation for a metal, the 
limit be expressed in terms of total 
recoverable metals. See 40 CFR 
122.45(c). At the discretion ofthe 
permitiee, however, the pennittee may 
also report information about 
"dissolved" metal analysis for the 
measured samples because EPA will 
evaluate all available monitoring 
information to determine appropriate 
terms and conditions for the Multi-
Sector Pennit upon reissuance. 
Permittees will also sample and analyze 
for pH, hardness, total settleable solids 
(TSS) and turbidity in the storm water 
discharges from such piles. 

For any pollutant occurring above a 
benchmark value, the pennittee will 
sample and analyze twice annually. In 
the case of pH monitoring, two annual 
samples is required if the measured pH 
falls outside the range listed in Table 5. 
Hardness does not have a benchmark 

value; twice annual measurement of 
hardness would accompany 
measurement for any hardness 
dependent metals (cadmium, copper, 
lead, nickel, silver, and zinc) required to 
be measured twice annually based on 
this initial measurement. 

The permit includes this monitoring 
"screen" based on the geologic 
variabiUty of waste rock and overburden 
associated with various ore types. 
Though a particular site may be mined 
only for a particular ore type, other 
metals may exist in the overburden 
(though not high enough in content to 
be of economic value). This initial 
monitoring will identify any such 
metals of concem. Measurement of such 
metals above the identified 
"benchmark" necessitates continuing 
attention through twice annual 
monitoring. Measurement of pH wiU 
also identify mine piles of concem for 
addity. Infoimation about hardness is 
important in determining bioavailabiUty 
of measured metals, which in tum is 
useful to predict water quaUty impact. 
Measurement of total settleable soUds 
and turbidity provides an indication of 
the effectiveness of measures to control 
erosion and nmoff of storm water, 
wluch may impair aquatic life and 
aquatic habitat at high levels. 

As noted above, permittees are also 
automatically required to condud twice 
annual monitoring for spedfied 
poUutants associated with the specific 
type of ore mined at the faciUty. For 
certain types of ore mines, the effluent 
liinitations guidelines (the Part 440 
regulations) identified specific 
"poUutants of concem." Given the 
potential foi changes in geochemistry of 
waste rock and oveiburden piles over 
time, this categorical monitoring (twice 
yearly) is required regardless of the test 
results from the initial monitoring 
screen. Note that two types of ore 
mining operations, iron mining and 
uranium/radium/vanadium mining, are 
required to measure for dissolved iron 
and dissolved radium, respectively. 

The pennit requires two monitoring 
events per year (once between January 
and June, and once between July and 
December) in order to assure that 
coUected samples reliably "represent" 
expected discharges over the courae of 
the year and to account for the 
significant potential difficulty (and 
potential for resulting enor) in 
sampUng. Given the opportunity for a 
sampling waiver under certain 
temporally-dependent conditions, the 
twice annual monitoring requirement 
will provide a meaningful 
representation of discharges, including 
seasonal variabilitv. 
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The analytic monitoring requirements 
only apply to storm water discharges 
from piles of waste rock and overburden 
piles, not to haul roads and access roads 
constmcted from waste rock or 
overburden. While tbe Agency is aware 
of the potential for water quaUty 
problems associated with acid rock 
drainage from piles of waste rock and/ 
or overburden, the Agency is not aware 
of the same threat from drainage from 
access roads and haul roads. Given the 
relative flow per discharge source 
compared to piles, visual discharge 
monitoring and inspection should be 
adequate for haul roads and access 
roads. 

Monitoring is required only at 
representative outfaUs. Consistent with 
the existing Multi-Sector Pennit, 
permittees are oniy required to sample 
and analyze disdiarges firom the 
representative outfeUs, whidi in tum, 
are to be identified in pollution 
prevention plans (i.e., in the 
topographic maps identifying drainage 
pattems). The pollution prevention plan 
also must explain why the discharges 
are expected to be substantially 
identical, estimate the drainage area and 
runoff coeffident. See generally, the 
explanation in the Multi-Sector Pennit 
at 60 FR at 51160, col. 3 
("Representative Discharge"). 

Similar to the reporting requirements 
in the Multi-Sector Permit, permittees 
need to submit monitoring results in 
Discharge Monitoring Reports on an 
annual basis. Because the Multi-Sector 
Pennit will expire in September 2000, 
this requirement will result in 
essentially two reports for each mining 
operation. The first report will provide 
important information upon which the 
Agency can begin the process to reissue 
the Multi-Sector Permit; the second 
report vrill confinn (or refute) 
preUminary dedsions with suffident 
time foi the Agency to evaluate the 
information prior to proposing 
reissuance. 

The permit modification (and 
monitoring requirements) apply to both 
"active" piles, as well as "inactive" 
piles, though only at "active" mining 
and dressing operations. Permittees 
have discretion to sample discharges at 
any convenient point prior to discharge 
to waters of the United States, including 
a sampling point after application of the 
best management practice. Consistent 
with the analytic monitoring 
requirements for discharges from active 
copper mines (in the existing Multi-
Sector Permit), permittees may collect 
substitute samples when adverse 
weather conditions create dangerous 
conditions for personnel or otherwise 

make the collection of a sample 
impracticable. 
vn . Summary of Responses to Public 
Comments 

EPA has prepared a comprehensive 
response to public comments received 
on the proposal and that document is 
available in the administrative record 
for today's action. Some of those 
comments and responses are included 
below. 

Comment. EPA's 1978 and 1982 
Development Documents reveal that 
EPA has never analyzed the technical 
and economic feasibiUty of subjecting 
storm water runoff from vast overburden 
piles, haul roads and similar andllary 
areas to the strid Part 440 effluent 
liinitations. EPA wrongly stiU presumes 
that the "active mining area" should be 
interpreted broadly, l ^e purported 
definition ofthe term "mine" [from the 
1975 preamble and 1978 Development 
Document] is inconsistent with (and far 
broader than) the subs^uentiy-
promulgated regulatory definition ofthe 
term "mine" for the purposes of 40 CFR 
§ 440.132. That definition does not 
include such things as "haul roads" or 
"aU lands affeded by the constmction 
of new roads or the improvements or 
use of existing roads to gain access to 
the site," noi does it include 
"overburden piles" or "storage areas" 
(except to the extent that such piles or 
areas are currentiy being used for the -
"secondary recovery of metal ore"). 
Thus, the proposed modification is 
inconsistent on its face with the existing 
regulation and should be eliminated. All 
references to the scope of the term 
"mine" (or the "active mining area") 
should be limited to the regulatory 
definitions which speak for themselves. 

Response. The commenter presents 
forcefiii arguments supporting revision 
of the interpretation of "the" definition 
as proposed, but some of its 
assumptions understate and coniiise the 
nature of the Agency's actions in 
developing and promulgating the Part 
440 regulations. By today's action, EPA 
explains its interpretation. 

The definition of "mine" at 40 CFR 
440.132(g) includes "an active mining 
area, including all land and property 
placed under, or above the surface of 
such land, used in or resulting from the 
woik of extracting metal ore or minerals 
from their natural deposits by any 
means or method, including secondary 
recovery of metal ore from refuse or 
other storage piles, wastes, or rock 
dumps and mill tailings derived from 
the mining, cleaning, or concentration 
of metal ores." An "active mining area" 
is "a place where work or other activity 
related to the extraction of. removal, or 

recovery of metal ore is being 
conducted, except, with resped to 
surface mines, any area of land on or in 
which grading has been completed to 
return tbe earth to desired contour and 
reclamation work has begun." 40 CFR 
440.132(a)(emphasis added). The plain 
meaning of the words "other activity 
related to * * *" could be interpreted 
to include overburden-related sources 
(in that disposal of mining waste is 
"related to" and, in fad integral to, 
mining) and haul roads (in that access 
to and from mining sites is "related to" 
and, in fad, integral to mining). Under 
today's interpretation, however, 
overburden-related sources would not 
be categorically subject to the Part 440 
regulations unless otherwise sited in the 
active mining area. Likewise, waste rock 
and overburden-related sources are not 
categorically excluded from _'•"'" . 
appUcabiUty ofthe Part 440 regulations 
because some such sources may be'sited 
in the active mining area and combine 
with mine drainage otherwise regulated 
under the Part 440 regulations. 

The definitions of the term "mine," 
frtim the 1975 preamble and 1978 
Development Document differ from the 
definition ofthe term "mine" published 
at 40 CFR § 440.132. Descriptions in the 
1975 preamble and 1978 Development 
Document were developed and used by 
Agency peraonnel gathering information 
at existing mining operations. EPA 
presumes that some of the sources 
identified in the 1975 preamble and 
1978 Development Document did drain 
to existing treatment systems at some • 
fadUties. EPA acknowledges, however, 
that the location of such sources does 
not necessarily and categorically define 
the geographic scope of active mining 
area. EPA notes that the definition of 
"mine" in the 1982 Development 
Document more closely paraphrases the 
regulatory definitions. 

To respond to this comment and 
avoid fiirther confusion, however, EPA 
has removed references to the 1975 and 
1978 developmental definitions in the 
interpretation pubUshed today. By 
today's action, a discharge assodated 
with the disposal of waste rock or 
overburden source would not be subjed 
to regulation under the Part 440 
regulations unless it: (1) naturally drains 
(or is intentionally diverted) to a point 
source; and (2) combines with "mine 
drainage" that is otherwise regulated 
under the Part 440 regulations. As such, 
EPA has modified the provisions ofthe 
Multi-Sector permit to include 
monitoring provisions that should 
effectively identify any waste rock and 
overburden sources of environmental 
concem. 
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Comment. The newly proposed 
version of Table G-4 omits certain 
sources of storm water discharges that 
were listed in the prior version and as 
to which the multi-sector general permit 
should be applicable, specifically, 
crusher areas, ore piles, and spent ore 
piles. The commenter beUeves these 
areas are outside the active mining area. 

Response. The pubUshed 
interpretation no longer attempts to 
enumerate various areas at mining 
operations for the purposes of indicating 
those for which the Part 440 regulations 
apply. By dedding not to Ust those 
areas, EPA specifically does not expand 
permit coverage to include those areas. 
In the group appUcations from the 
mining industiy, group appUcants did 
not spedficaUy seek permit 
authorization for such areas. EPA 
therefore lacks suffident information to 
address these areas today. 

Conunent. Mines ara subjed to state 
and federal regulations pertaining to 
dust. Nevada encourages the use of 
pumped groundwater for dust control in 
order to conserve water. To subjed haul 
roads to numeric effluent Umitations 
because they use pumped groundwater 
to limit dust in order to comply v/ith 
other regulations seems 
counterproductive and shortsighted. 
Any statement that would subject these 
roads to such limitations should be 
deleted. In Nevada, groundwater is 
typically pumped from an underground 
aquifer to a holding tank for dust control 
usage. Groundwater used for dust 
control is not normally applied to roads 
during storm events, thus, there would 
be no commingling of storm water and 
ground water. 

Response. EPA did not intend to 
identify all watera used for dust control 
as sources of mine drainage. EPA 
recognizes that groundwater is used for 
dust control in some areas of the 
country. EPA does not necessarily 
consider groundwater to be mine 
drainage, especially uncontaminated 
groundwater. When mine water, which 
might otherwise constitute mine 
drainage, is used for dust control, 
however, then such dust control watera 
would remain mine drainage. 

Comment. The proposed modification 
should not be limited to EPA Regions 1, 
6, 9, and 10. EPA Region 8 has relied on 
Table G-4 from the original Multi-
Sector Permit to dictate to States with 
EPA-approved NPDES permit programs 
how 40 CFR Part 440 must be 
interpreted. EPA has provided the 1995-
Multi-Sector Permit to authorized States 
as a model. Because authorized States 
must have requirements that are at least 
as stringent as the federal program. EPA 
••̂ hould confirm that anv revised 

interpretation of 40 CFR Part 440 is 
applicable to all States with ore mining 
and dressing facilities. EPA's 
interpretation in Table G-4 is applicable 
to all States, not just EPA. including for 
the purposes of withdrawal of 
authorized State NPDES programs. EPA 
has not provided a reasoned and viable 
basis for regional distinctions in 
applicability of the interpretation in the 
proposed modification. 

Response. EPA agrees that the 
Agency's interpretation of the Part 440 
regulations should apply on a national 
basis. States authorized to administer 
the NPDES permitting program are to 
Indude effluent limitations in permits 
that are at least as stringent as die 
limitations that EPA would indude in 
NPDES permits. Because the 
interpretation in today's action is just 
that—an interpretation—and because 
the primary action EPA takes in today's 
action is to modify EPA-issued NPDES 
general pennits for storm water 
assodated with industrial activity (the 
Multi-Sector Permit), only the EPA 
Regional Administratora who issue tha 
Multi-Sedor Permit sign today's notice. 
EPA does intend, however, that the 
interpretation associated with the 
modification to the Multi-Sector Pennit 
apply on a nationwide basis.-

Conunent. EPA should address the 
situation where an overburden pile is 
physically separated from and does not 
naturally drain to an open pit. 

Response. EPA generaUy 
acknowledges that some mining 
operations and some States authorized 
to administer the NPDES program have 
not historicaUy interpreted the term 
"active mining area" in the same 
manner as the Agentry would have 
interpreted that term refleded in the 
1995 veraion of Table G-4. Upon fuller 
review of the underlying adniinistrative 
record to the original Part 440 mle 
makings, EPA concludes that the 
Agency did not condud a complete 
economic and technological assessment 
of diveraion of drainage flows from 
"waste rock or overburden" outside the 
active mining area into the active 
mining area. As such, the Agency agrees 
that a waste rock or an overburden pile 
that is physically separated from and 
does not naturally drain (or has not been 
intentionally diverted) to treatment 
would not be a source of mine drainage. 
In such a case, however, evaluation of 
the resulting discharges would be 
necessary and appropriate to determine 
'.vhether such discharge would cause, 
have a reasonable potential to cause, or 
contribute to a violation of any water 
quality standard. 

Cornment. EPA should clarify that 
water quality treatment of "mine 

drainage ' necessitated by active mining 
(e.g., construction of a waste rock pile) 
is part of the "active mining area" and 
the "mine" and that such drainage is 
subject to the effluent limitations 
guidelines for the life of the discharge. 

Response. EPA generally agrees that 
mining operation point sources from 
active mining that represent water 
quality concems remain subject to CWA 
control requirements for as long as the 
discharge causes or contributes (or has 
a reasonable potential to contribute) to 
a violation of a water quaUty standard. 
EPA presumes that treatment to protect 
water quality may be necessary, for 
example, for discharges from a waste 
rock pile with mineral content high 
enough to leach metals under nonnal 
environmental conditions. EPA doea 
not, however, conclude that all 
regulation of point sources to protect 
water quaUfy necessarily means that 
such point sources are subjed to 
regulation under the national effluent 
Umitations guidelines. Any more 
stringent water quaUfy based effluent 
Umitations are necessary when 
tedmology-based limitations are 
insuffidant to assure compUance with 
water quality standards, liie imposition 
of a water quaUfy based effluent 
limitation does not necessarily-expand 
the applicabilify of technology-based 
liinitations. Such water quaUfy-based 
limitations may regulate different or 
fewer (or more) pollutants than 
appUcable technology-based limitations. 

(Comment. EPA should interpret the 
Neuman letter to exempt only releases 
from "areas * * * where work or other 
adivify related to the extraction, 
removal or recovery of metal ore is not 
being conducted." EPA should clarify 
that an adive waste dump is dearly 
within an area where such work is being 
conducted. The proposed modification 
coitedly notes the distinction between 
dischaiges from active waste rock 
dumps and inactive dumps. The former 
are subject to the effluent liinitations 
guidelines and the latter are not 

Response. EPA beUeves that, as a 
practical matter, it would be difficult to 
differentiate discharges from newly 
placed overburden and existing 
overburden, especially when placement 
of overburden is being conducted at 
existing piles. Importantiy, the mere 
placement of such "new" overburden to 
an existing overburden pile does not 
automatically make the pile part of the 
active mining area under the Part 440 
regulations. 

Comment. The Administrator's 
decision of Febmary 21.1979, did not 
exempt active waste rock dumps that do 
drain to a point source. 

i 
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Response. As noted previously, EPA 
has struggled to provide meaning to the 
Administrator's Febmary 21.1979 
decision in light of the appended letter 
from Mr. Neuman. EPA agrees that the 
Administrator's decision, to the extent it 
addresses drainage to a point source, 
clearly does not provide any basis to 
presume any exemption from NPDES 
pennit requirements. The Agency does 
not, however, endorse the negative 
inference that the commenter draws 
from the Administrator's decision. 
Under today's clarification, a discharge 
assodated with the disposal of waste 
lock and/or overburden would not be 
subject to regulation under the Part 440 
regulations unless it: (1) drains naturaUy 
(or is intentionally diverted) to a point 
source; and (2) combines with "mine 
drainage" that is otherwise regulated 
under the Part 440 regulations. 

Vm. Regulation Assessment 
Requirements 

A. Executive Order 12866 

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 
51735; October 4,1993), tiie Agency 
must determine whether the regulatory 
action is "significant" and therefore 
subject to OMB review and the 
requirements of the Executive Order. 
The Order defines "significant 
regulatory action" as one that is Ukely 
to result in a mle that may: 

(1) Have an annual effect on the 
economy of SlOO milUon or more, or 
adversely affect in a material way the 
economy, a sector of the economy, 
productivity, competition, jobs, the 
environment, pubUc health or safety, or 
State, local, or tribal governments or 
communities; 

(2) Create a serious inconsistency or 
otherwise interfere with an action taken 
or planned by another agency; 

(3) Materially alter the budgetary 
impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, 
or loan programs or the rights and 
obUgations of redpients thereof; or 

(4) Raise novel legal or poUcy issues 
arising out of legal mandates, the 
President's priorities, or the prindples 
set forth in the Executive Order. 

Because the Agency takes the position 
that NPDES general permits are not 
"mles" or "regulations" subject to the 
mle making requirements of 
Administrative Procedure Act section 
553. it has been determined that this 
mle is not a "significant regulatory 
action" under the terms of Executive 
Order 12866 and is therefore not subject 
to OMB review. 

3. Regulatory Flexibility Act 
The Agency has determined that the 

permit modification being published 

todav is not subject to the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act ("RFA"). which 
generally requires an agency to conduct 
a regulatory flexibility analysis of any 
significant impact the mle will have on 
a substantial number of small entities. 
By its terms, the RFA only applies to 
rules subject to notice-and-comment 
mle making requirements under the 
Administrative Procedure Act ("APA") 
or any other statute. Today's pennit 
modification is not subject to notice and 
comment requirements under the APA 
or any other statute because the APA 
defines "mles" in a maimer that 
excludes permits. See APA section 551 
(4), (6), and (8). 

APA section 553 does not require 
pubUc notice and opportunity foi 
comment foi interpretative mles or 
general statements of poUcy. In addition 
to modifying the general permit, today's 
action repeats an interpretation of 
existing regulations promulgated almost 
twenty yeara ago. The action would 
impose no new or additional 
requirements. 

C. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 
Titie n of the Unfunded Mandates 

Reform Act of 1995 (UMRA). P.L. 104-
4, estabUshes requirements for Federal 
agencies to assess the effects of their 
regulatory actions on State, local, and 
tribal governments and the private 
sector. Under section 202 of the UMRA. 
EPA generally must prepare a written 
statement, including a cost-benefit 
analysis, for proposed and final mles 
with "Federal mandates" that may 
result in expenditures to State, local, 
and tribal governments, in the aggregate, 
or to the private sector, of SlOO million 
or more in any one year. 

For reasons explained in the 
discussion regarding the Regulatory 
FlexibiUty Ad, the UMRA oniy applies 
to mles subject to notice-and-comment 
mle making requirements under the 
APA or any other statute. Today's 
permit modification is not subjed to 
notice and comment requirements 
under the APA or any other statute 
because the APA defines "mles" in a 
manner that excludes permits. See APA 
sedion 551 (4), (6), and (8). 

Today's permit modification contains 
no Federal mandates (under the 
regulatory provisions of Title II of the 
UMRA) for State, local, or Uibal 
governments or the private sector. 
Today's modification merely announces 
an Agency interpretation of existing 
regulations. EPA has determined that 
this pennit modification does not 
contain any Federal mandate that may 
result in expenditures of $100 million or 
more for State, local, and tribal 
governments, in the aggregate, or the 

private sector in any one year. 
Therefore, today's permit modification 
is not subject to the requirements of 
section 202 ofthe UMRA. 

Before EPA establishes any regulatory 
requirements that may significantiy or 
uniquely affect small governments, 
including tribal governments, it must 
have developed under section 203 of the 
UMRA a small govemment agency plan. 
The plan must provide for notifying 
potentially affected small governments, 
enabUng officials of affeded small 
governments to have meaningful and 
timely input in the development of EPA 
regulatory proposals with significant 
Federal intergovernmental mandates, 
and informing, educating, and advising 
small governments on compUance with 
the regulatory requirements. Because 
today's modification is based on an 
interpretation of existing regulations 
and because EPA antidpates that 
extremely few, if any, small 
governments operate mining operations, 
EPA has detennined that this action 
contains no regulatory requirements that 
might significantiy or uniquely affed 
small governments. 

D. Paperwork Reduction Act 

The permit modification contains no 
requests for information and 
consequently is not subject to the 
Paperwork Reduction Act, 44 U.S.C. 
§§ 3501 et seq. 

Official Signatures 

Accordingly, I hereby find consistent 
with the provisions of the Regulatory 
FlexibiUty Act, that these final pennit 
modifications will not have a significant 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. 

Authority: Clean Water Act. 33 U.S.C 1251 
et seq. 

Dated: July 29,1998. 
Mindy Lubber, 
Acting Regional Administrator, Regfon 1. 

Dated: July 29,1998. 
Gregg A. Cooke, 
Regional Administrator, Region 6. 

Dated: July 18.1998. 
Laura Yoshii, 
Acting Regional Adniinistrator, Region 9. 

Dated: luly 21,1998. 
Chuck Clarke. 
Regional Administrator. Region 10. 

Final Permit Modification 

This pennit modification shall 
become effective on September 8.1998. 

•il l n- i -nr inr •BBSS ̂T T ^ A I T T * ^ ^ 
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Region 1 

Signed and issued this 24th dav of July, 
1998. 
Linda M. Murphy. 
Director, Office of Ecosystem Protection. 

Areas ot coverage 

Connecticut Indian Country .. 
Maine 
Maine Indian Country 
Massachusetts 
Massachusetts Indian Coun

try. 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island Indian Country 
Vermont Federal Facilities ... 

Permit No. 

CTR05*##F 
MER05'### 
MER05*##F 
MAR05*### 
MAR05*##F 

NHR05*### 
RIR05*##F 
VTR05*##F 

Areas of coverage 

Oil and gas exploration 
and production related 
industries and pipeline 
industries that are regu
lated by the Oklahoma 
Corporation Commission. 

Texas 

Indian country 

Pemiit No. 

OKR05''## 

TXR05*### 

TXR05*##F 

Areas of coverage 

Oregon: 
Fort McDermitt Reserva

tion. 
Utah 

Goshute Reservation 
Navajo Reservation 

Permit No. 

NVR05*##F 

NVR05-##F 
A2R05*##F 

Region IX 

Signed this 24th of July, 1998. 
Alexis Strauss, 
Acting Director, Water Division. 

Region X 

Signed this 21st of July, 1998. 
Philip G. Millam, 
Director, Office of Water. 

Region VI 

Signed this 29th of July, 1998. 
William B. Hathaway, 
Water Quality Protection Division Director. 

Areas of coverage 

Louisiana Indian country 
New Mexico 

Indian country (except 
Navajo and Ute Moun
tain Reservation lands). 

Oklahoma: 
Indian country 

Pennit No. 

LAR05*##F 
NMR05*##» 
NMR05*##F 

OKR05*##F 

Areas ot coverage 

Arizona 
Indian countrv 
Federal Facilities 

Calitomia: 
Indian country (Not Includ

ing Hoopa Valley Tribe). 
Idaho: 

Duck Valley Resen^tion .. 
Nevada Indian country 
New Mexico: 

Navajo Reservation 

Permit No. 

A2R05*### 
AZR05*##F 
AZR05*»#F 

CAR05*##F 

NVR05*##F 
NVR05*##F 

AZR05*#»F 

Areas of coverage 

Alaska Indian country 
Idaho: 

Federal Facilities 
Indian country (except 

Duck Valley Reservation 
lands). 

Oregon Indian country (ex
cept for Fort McDermitt 
Reservation lands). 

Washington Indian country ... 
Washington Federal Facili

ties. 

Pennit No. 

AKR05*«#F 
IDR06*»«« 
lOROS'WF 
IDR05*##F 

ORR0S*##F 

WAfl05*##F 
WAR05*##F 

1. For the reasons set forth in this 
preamble, the table pubUshed at 60 FR 
50897 is modified to read as foUows: 

TABLE G-4.—APPLICABILITY OF THE MULTI-SECTOR GENERAL PERMIT TO STORM WATER RUNOFF FROM ACTIVE ORE 
(METAL) MINING AND DRESSING SITES 

Discharge/source ot discharge Note/comment 

Piles: 
Waste rock/overburden 

Topsoil. 
Roads constmcted of waste rock or spent ore: 

Onslte haul roads 

Offsite haul/access roads. 
Roads not constructed ol waste rock or spent ore: 

Onslte haul roads 
Offsite haul/access roads. 

Milling/concentrating: 
Runoff from tailings dams/dikes when constructed of waste rock/ 

tailings. 
Runoff from tailings dams/dikes when not constmcted of waste 

rock/tailings. 
Concentratton building 
Millsite 

Ancillary areas: 
Office/administrative buikling and housing 
Chemical storage area. 
Docking facility 

Explosive storage 
Fuel storage (oil tanks/coal piles) 
Vehicle/equipment maintenance area/building 
Parking areas 
Power Diant. 
Truck wasn area 

.Reclamation-related areas: 
Any oisturoea area (unreclaimed) 

If composed entirely of storm water and not combining with mine drain
age. See Note bek>w. 

II composed entirely of storni water and not combining with mine drain
age. See Note below. 

Except if "mine dretinage" is used lor dust control. 

Except if process fluids are present and only if composed entirely of 
storm water and not combining with mine drainage. See Note t>ek>w. 

Except if process fluids are present. 

If storm water only and no contact with piles. 
It storm water only and no contact with piles. 

If mixed with storm water from the industrial area. 

Except if excessive contact with waste product that woukJ otherwise 
constitute "mine drainage". 

But coverage unnecessary if only employee and visitor-type parking. 

Except when excessive contact with waste product that would other
wise constitute "mine drainage". 

Only if not in active mining area. 
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TABLE G-4.—APPLICABILITY OF THE MULTI-SECTOR GENERAL PERMIT TO STORM WATER RUNOFF FROM ACTIVE ORE 
(METAL) MINING AND DRESSING SITES—Continued 

Discharge/source of discharge Note/comment 

Reclaimeo areas released Irom reclamation bonds prior to Dec. 17 | 
1990. i 

Partlally/inaaeauately reclaimed areas or areas not released from I 
reclamation oond. i 

Storm water mnoff from these sources 
are subject to the NPDES program for 
storm water unless mixed with 
discharges subject to the 40 CFR Part 
440 that are not regulated by another 
pennit prior to mixing. Non-storm water 
discharges from these sources are 
subject to NPDES permitting and may be 
subject to the effluent limitation 
guidelines under 40 CFR Part 440. 

Note: Dischaiges irom overburden/waste 
rock and overburden/waste rock-related areas 
are not subject to 40 CFR Part 440 unless: (1) 
it drains naturally (or is intentionally 
diverted) to a point source; and (2) combines 
witli "mine drainage" that is otherwise 
regulated under tjie Part 440 reguiations. For 
such sources, coverage under this permit 
would be available if the discharge is 
composed entirely of storm water does not 
combine with other sources of mine drainage 
that are not subject to 40 CFR Part 440, as 
well as meeting other eligibility criteria 
contained in Part I.B. of the permit. Permit 
applicants bear the initial responsibility for 
determining the applicable technology-based 
standard for such discharges. EPA 
recommends that permit applicants contact 
the relevant NPDES permit issuance 
authority for assistance to determine the 
nature and scope of the "active mining area" 
on a mine-by-mine basis, as well as to 
determine the appropriate permitting 
mechanism for authorizing such discharges. 

2. The fourth sentence in the first 
paragraph in permit eligibiUty provision 
for Storm Water Discharges Associated 
with Indusfrial Activity from Metal 
Mining (Ore Mining and Dressing), 
Section XI.G.l. (introductory language), 
previously published at 60 FR 51155, is 
modified and a fifth and sixth sentence 
are added to read as follows: 

1. Discharges Covered Under This 
Section 

* * * All storm water discharges 
from inactive metal mining facilities 
and storm water discheuges from the 
following areas of active, and 
temporarily inactive, metal mining 
facilities are lhe only discharges covered 
by this permit: '.-.•aste rock/overburden 
piles if composed entirely of storm 
water and not combining with mine 
drainage; topsoii piles: oifsite haul/ 
access roads: onsite haul/access roads 
constmcted of -vvaste rock/overburden if 
c:omDosed eniireiv of storm water and 

not combining wilh mine drainage; 
onsite haul/access roads not constructed 
of waste rock/overburden/spent ore 
except if mine drainage is used for dust 
control: runoff from tailings dams/dikes 
when not constructed of waste rock/ 
taiUngs and no process fluids are 
present; runoff from tailings dams/dikes 
when constructed of waste rock/tailings 
and no process fluids are present if 
composed entirely of storm water and 
not combining with mine drainage; 
concentration building if no contad 
with material piles; mill site if no 
contact with material piles; office/ 
administrative building and housing if 
mixed with storm water from industrial 
area; chemical storage area; docking 
faciUty except if excessive contact with 
waste product that would otherwise 
constitute mine drainage; explosive 
storage; fuel storage; vehicle/equipment 
maintenance area/building; parking 
areas (if necessary); power plant: tmck 
wash areas except when excessive 
contact with waste product that would 
otherwise constitute mine drainage; 
unreclaimed, disturbed areas outside of 
active mining area; reclaimed areas 
released from reclamation bonds prior 
to December 17.1990; and partially/ 
inadequately reclaimed areas or areas 
not released from reclamation bond. 
Note: Discharges from overburden/waste 
rock and overburden/waste rock-related 
areas are not subject to 40 CFR Part 440 
unless it: (1) Drains naturally (or is 
intentionally diverted) to a point source; 
and (2) combines with "mine drainage" 
that is otherwise regulated under the 
Part 440 regulations. For such sources, 
coverage under this permit is available 
if the discharge is composed entirely of 
storm water and does not combine with 
sources of mine drainage that are subject 
to 40 CFR Part 440, as well as meeting 
other eligibility criteria contained in 
Part I.B. ofthe permit. 

3. The permit is amended to include 
a new section d. and Tables G—2 and G-
3, which would have appeared in the 
third column of 60 FR 51161. to read as 
follows: 

d. Additional Monitoring 
Requirements for Storm Water 
Discharges from Waste Rock and 
Over'ourden Piles. 

Beginning July 1.1998, the operator of 
an active ore mining and dressing 
faciUty covered by this permit must 
monitor the storm water dischaiges from 
waste rock and/or overburden piles 
resulting from mining activities. The 
operator must conduct analytic 
monitoring as described below at least 
twice annually (once between July 1 and 
December 31, and once between January 
1 and June 30) for the duration of this 
pennit. Samples shall be collected from 
separate storm events a minimum of 3 
months apart, except as provided in 
paragraphs 5.a.(3) (Sampling Waiver), 
5.a.(4) (Representative Discharge), and 
5.a.(5) (Altemative Certification). Upon 
notification by the Director, permittees 
may be required to conduct additional 
monitoring as necessary to accurately 
characterize the quality and quemtity of 
pollutants discharged from the waste 
rocJc/overburden pile. 

All permittees must conduct analytic 
monitoring once for the parameters 
listed in Table G-2. and twice annually 
for any parameters measured above the 
benchmark value listed in Table G-2. 
Permittees must also conduct analytic 
monitoring twice annually for the 
parameters listed Table G-3 for each of 
the ore mine categories listed in Table 
G-3. The initial sampling conducted of 
Table G-2 pollutant parametera satisfies 
the requirement for the firat sample for 
any pollutant measurement required by 
Table G-3. 

Permittees must report monitoring 
results in accordance with paragraph 
5.b. (Reporting). In addition to reporting 
the monitoring requirements for the 
parametera listed in Tables G-2 and G-
3 below, the permittee must report the 
date and duration (in hours) ofthe 
storm event(s) sampled: rainfall 
measurements or estimates (in inches) 
of the storm event that generated the 
sampled runoff: the duration between 
the storm event sampled and the end of 
the previously measurable (greater than 
0.1 inch) storm event: and an estimate 
of the total volume iin gallons) of the 
sampled discharge. 
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TABLE G-2.—INITIAL MONITORING REQUIREMENTS FOR STORM WATER DISCHARGES FROM WASTE ROCK AND 
OVERBURDEN PILES RESULTING FROM MINING ACTIVITY AT ACTIVE ORE MINING OR DRESSING OPERATIONS 

Pollutants of concern Benchmark values 

Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 
Turbidity (NTUs) 
pH 
Hardness (as CaC03) 
Antimony, Total 
Arsenic. Total 
Beryllium, Total 
Cadmium, Total (hardness dependent) 
Copper, Total (hardness dependent) .. 
Iron, Total 
Lead, Total (hardness dependent) 
Manganese, Total 
Mercury, Total , 
Nickel, Total (hardness dependent) .... 
Selenium, Total 
Silver, Total (hardness dependent) 
Zinc, Total (hardness dependent) 

100 mg/L. 
S NTUs above background. 
6.0-9.0 standard units. 
no benchmart< value. 
0.636 mg/L. 
0.16854 mg/L. 
0.13 mg/L. 
0.0159 mg/L. 
0.0636 mg/L. 
1.0 mg/L. 
0.0816 mg/L. 
1.0 mg/L. 
0.0024 mg/L 
1.417 mg/L. 
0.2385 mg/L 
0.0318 mg/L. 
0.117 mg/L. 

TABLE G-3.—ADDITIONAL MONITORING REQUIREMENTS (TWICE ANNUAL) FOR STORM WATER DISCHARGES FROM WASTE 
ROCK AND OVERBURDEN RESULTING FROM MINING ACTIVITY AT ACTIVE MINING OR DRESSING OPERATIONS BASED 
ON TYPE OF ORE HANDLED 

Type of ore mined 

Pollutant/parameter 

Total sus
pended sol
ids (TSS) 

pH Metals, total 

Tungsten Ore 

Nk:kel Ore 

Aluminum Ore 
Mercury Ore 
Iron Ore 
Platinum Ore 

Titanium Ore 

Vanadium Ore 

Copper, Lead, Zinc, Gold, Silver, and Molytxienum 

Uranium, Radium, and Vanadium 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

Arsenic, Cadmium (H), Copper (H), Lead 
(H), Zinc (H). 

Arsenic, Cadmium (H), Copper (H), Lead 
(H), Zinc (H). 

Aluminum, Iron. 
Nickel (H), Mercury. 
Iron (Dissolved). 
Cadmium (H), Copper (H), Mercury, Lead 

(H), Zinc (H). 
Iron, Nickel (H), Zinc (H). 
Arsenic, Cadmium (H), Copper (H), Lead, 

Zinc (H). 
Arsenic, Cadmium (H), Copper (H), Lead 

(H), Mercury, Zinc (H). 
Chemical Oxygen Demand, Arsenic, Ra

dium (Dissolved and Total), Uranium, 
Zinc (H). 

NOTE: (H) indicates that hardness must also be measured when this pollutant is measured. 

4. The permit is amended to include 
a new section e., which would have 
appeared in the thfrd column of 60 FR 
51161, to read as follows: 

e. Additional Reporting Requfrements 
for Storm Water Discharges from Waste 
Rock and Overburden Resulting from 
Mining Activities. 

Permittees with active ore mining and 
dressing facilities shall submit 
monitoring results for each outfall 
discharging storm water discharges from 
waste rock and overburden piles 
resulting from mining activities, (or a 
certification in accordance with 
Sections (3)(a), (3)(b), (4). (5) above) 
obtained during the reporting period 
beginning July i , 1998. and lasting for 
•he duration ot the permit. Permittees 

must submit such monitoring results on 
Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) 
Form(s) postmarked no later than March 
31 following the calendar year in which 
the samples were collected. 

5. In addition to the conditions 
contained in Parts I-XI of this permit, 
the following requirements are 
incorporated into Part XII and are 
placed on permittees located in the 
listed States. Indian country lands 
(refened to as ""Federal Indian 
Reservations " in the original permit), or 
Tenitories to meet applicable Clean 
Water Act section 401 or Coastal Zone 
Management Act certification 
requirements. 

Part x n . Coverage Under This Permit 

The provisions of this Part provide 
modifications or additions to the 
applicable conditions of Parts I through 
XI of this permit in order to reflect 
specific conditions required as part of a 
State, Tribal or Territory Clean Water 
Act section 401 certification process, or 
Coastal Zone Management Act 
certification process, or as otherwise 
established by the permitting authority. 
The additional revisions and 
requirements listed below are set forth 
in cormection with, and only apply to. 
the following States. Indian country 
lands, and Federal facilities. 

J 
^ i P H^LiX^ 
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Region I 

State of Massachusetts. Except Indian 
Country Lands (MAR05*###) 

The following Massachusetts section 
401 certification requirements revise the 
permit accordingly: 

1. Part II.B.8. is added to the permit 
as follows: 

Special Permit Eligibility 
Requirements for the State of 
Massachusetts. Discharges covered by 
the Multi-Sector General Permit must 
comply with the provisions of 314 CMR 
3.00, 314 CMR 4.00, 314 CMR 9.00 and 
310 CMR 10.00 and any related poUcies 
promulgated under the authority of the 
Massachusetts Clean Watera A d , MG.L. 
c.21, ss.26-53, and Wetiands Protection 
Act, M.G.L. c.131, s. 40. Spedficaily, 
new fadiities or the redevelopment of 
existing faciUties subjed to this permit 
must comply with appUcable storm 
water performance standards prescribed 
by State regulation or policy. A permit 
under 314 CMR 3.04 is not required for 
existing fadUties which meet State 
storm water performance standards; an 
application for a permit under 314 CMR 
3.00 is required only when required 
under 314 CMR 3.04(2)(b) (designation 
of a discharge on a case-by-case basis) 
or is otherwise identified in 314 CMR 
3.00 or Department poUcy as a dischaige 
requiring a pennit appUcation. 
Department regulations and policies 
may be obtained through the State 
House Bookstore (617-727-2834) or on 
the Internet at 
"vyww.magnet.state.ma.us/dep". 

2. Part VI.B.3. is added to the permit 
as follows: 

Special Reporting Requirement for the 
State of Massachusetts. The results of 
any quarterly monitoring required by 
this permit must be sent to the 
appropriate regional office of the 
Department Usted below when the 
monitoring identifies violations of State 
Surface Water QuaUty Standards, 314 
CMR 4.00, for any parameter which 
requires monitoring under this permit. 
Monitoring results must also be 
submitted upon request to the 
Department. 

Western Region 

436 Dwight Street—Suite 402, 
Springfield, MA 01103, (413) 784-
1100 

Central Region 

627 Main Street. Worcester, MA 01608, 
(508) 792-7650 

Southeast Region 

Lakeville Hospital—Route 105. 
Lakeville. .MA 02347. (508) 946-2700 

Northeast Region 

10 Commerce Wav, Wobum, MA 01801, 
(781) 932-7677' 
3. Part lV.B.2.a. is added to the permit 

as follows: 
Special Storm Water Pollution 

Prevention Plan Availability 
Requirement for the State of 
Massachusetts. The Department may 
request a copy of the storm water 
pollution prevention plan for any 
faciUty covered by this permit to ensure 
compUance with State law 
requirements, induding State water 
quaUfy standards. The Department may 
enforce its certification conditions. 

4. Part Vn.Q.l. is added to the permit 
as foUows: 

Special Inspection Requirements for 
the State of Massach usetts. The . 
Department may conduct an inspection 
of any faciUfy covered by this pennit to 
ensure compUance with State law 
requirements, including State water 
quality standards. The Department may 
enforce its certification conditions. 

flegion VI 

State of New Mexico, except Indian 
CounU7 Lands (NMR05"###) 

. The foUowing State of New Mexico 
section 401 certification requirement 
revises the pennit accordingly: 

(a) Part I.B.8(a) is added to the permit 
as follows: 

Special Water Quality Standard 
Requirement for the State of New 
Mexico. Storm water discharges 
assodated with industrial activity that 
the New Mexico Environment 
Department (NMED)/Surface Water 
QuaUfy Bureau has detennined to be, or 
may reasonably be expected to be, 
contributing to a violation of a water 
quaUty standard are not authorized by 
this pennit. Upon receipt of this 
determination, the NMED antidpates 
that the EPA will notify the general 
permittee within a reasonable period of 
time to apply for and obtain an 
individual NPDES pennit for these 
discharges according to 40 CFR 
122.28(b)(3). 

Federal Indian Country Lands in the 
State of New Mexico (NMR05*##F) 

1. Pueblo of Isleta The following 
Pueblo of Isleta section 401 certification 
requirements revise the permit 
accordingly: 

(a) Part II.C.l. is added to the permit 
as follows: 

Special NOI Requirement for the 
Pueblo of Isleta. Copies of NOIs shall 
also be submitted to the Pueblo of 
Isleta's Environment Department, Water 
Quality Program, at the following 
address concurrentlv with NOI 

submission to EPA: Isleta Environment 
Department. Water Qualitv Program, 
Pueblo of Isleta, PO Box l'270, Isleta. 
New Mexico 87022, Telephone (505) 
869-6333 or 3111. 

(b) Part IX.B.1. is added to the permit 
as follows: 

Special NOT Requirement for the 
Pueblo of Isleta. Copies NOTs shall also 
be submitted to the Pueblo of Isleta's 
Envfronment Department, Water QuaUty 
Program, concunently with NOT 
submission to EPA. Copies are to be sent 
to the address given in Part Q.C.l. 

(c) Part IV.F. is added to the permit as 
follows: 

Special Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan Requirement for the 
Pueblo of Isleta. Storm water pollution 
prevention plans must be sulnnitted to 
the Pueblo of Isleta Environment 
Department, Water QuaUfy Program, 
within 30 days of plan development. 
SWPPPs are to be sent to the address 
given in Part n . C l . 

2. Pueblo of Pojoaque The foUowing 
Pueblo of Pojoaque section 401 
certification requirements revise the 
pennit accordingly: 

(a) Part n . C l . is added to the pennit 
as follows: 

Special NOI Requirement for the 
Pueblo of Pojoaque. Copies of NOIs 
shall also be submitted to the Pueblo of 
Pojoaque Environment Depaitment at 
the following address concurrentiy with 
NOI submittal to EPA: Pueblo of 
Pojoaque, Environment Department, 
Route 11, P.O. Box 208, SanU Fe, New 
Mexico 87501, Telephone (505) 455 -
2087, Fax (505) 455-2177. 

(b) Part DC.B.l. is added to the permit 
as follows: 

Special NOT Requirement for the 
Pueblo of Pojoaque. Copies of NOTs 
shaU also be submitted to the Pueblo of 
Pojoaque Envfronment Depaitment 
concurrentiy with NOT submittal to 
EPA. Copies are to be sent to the address 
given in Part II.C.l. 

(c) Part IV.F. is added to the pennit as 
follows: 

Special Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan Requirement for the 
Pueblo of Pojoaque. Storm water 
poUution prevention plans must be 
submitted to the Pueblo of Pojoaque 
Environment Department at least 30 
days before a project begins. Case-by-
case determinations will be made by the 
Depaitment to assure compliance with 
the Pueblo of Pojaque Water QuaUty 
Standards. SWPPPs are to be sent to the 
address given in Part II.C.l. 

3. Pueblo of Sandia The foUowing 
Pueblo of Sandia section 401 
certification requirements revise the 
permit accordingly: 
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(a) Part II.C.l. is added to the permit 
as follows: 

Special NOI Requirement for the 
Pueblo of Sandia. Copies of NOIs shall 
also be submitted to the Pueblo of 
Sandia Environment Department at the 
following address concunently with 
NOI submittal to EPA: Pueblo of Sandia. 
Environment Department, Box 6008. 
Bernalillo. New Mexico 87004, 
Telephone (505) 867-4533: Fax (505) 
367-9235. 

(b) Part IX.B.l. is added to the permit 
as follows: 

Special NOT Requirement for the 
Pueblo of Sandia. Copies of NOTs shall 
also be submitted to the Pueblo of 
Sandia Environment Department 
concurrently with NOT submittal to 
EPA. Copies are to be sent to the address 
given in Part II.C.l. 

4. Pueblo of Picuris The following 
Pueblo ofPicuris section 401 
certification requirements revise the 
pennit accordingly: 

(a) Part II.C.l. is added to the permit 
as follows: 

Special NOI Requirement for the 
Pueblo ofPicuris. Copies NOIs shall also 
be submitted to both the Pueblo of 
Picuris Environment Department and 
Picuris (Governor Manuel Archuleta at 
the following address concurrently with 
NOI submission to EPA: Pueblo of 
Picuris, P.O. Box 127. Penasco, New 
Mexico 87553, Telephone (505) 587-
2519. 

(b) Part IX.B.l. is added to the permit 
as follows: 

Special NOT Requirement for the 
Pueblo ofPicuris. Copies NOTs shall 
also be submitted to both the Pueblo of 
Picuris Environment Department emd 
Picuris Governor Manuel Archuleta at 
the address given in Part U.C.I, 
concunently with NOT submission to 
EPA. 

(c) Part rV.F. is added to the permit as 
follows: 

Special Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan Requirement for the 
Pueblo of Picuris. Copies of storm water 
pollution prevention plans must be 
submitted to both the Pueblo of Picuris 
Environment Department and Picuris 
Governor Manuel Archuleta at the 

address given in Part II.C.l. 
concurrentlv with plan submission to 
EPA. 

Region X 

The State of Idaho, except Indian 
Counu-y Lands (IDR05* ###) 

The following State of Idaho section 
401 certification requirement revises the 
permit accordingly: 

1. Part IV.F. is added to the permit as 
follows: 

Special Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan Requirement for the 
State of Idaho. Storm water pollution 
prevention plan design and associated 
storm water discharge quaUty shall 
demonstrate compUance with 
applicable Idaho Water QuaUty 
Standards and Wastewater Treatment 
Requirements (IDAPA 16.01.02) through 
the selection and use of approved and/ 
or reasonable Best Management 
Pradices. 
Federal Indian Country Lands in the 
State of Washington (WAR05* ##F) 

1. Confederated Tribes ofthe Chehalis 
Reservation. The following 
Confederated Tribes of tbe Chehalis 
Reservation section 401 certification 
requirements revise the pennit 
accordingly: 

(a) Part I.B.8(a) is added to the permit 
as follows: 

Special Water Quality Standard 
Requirement for the Confederated 
Tribes ofthe Chehalis Reservation. The 
permittee shall be responsible for 
achieving compUance with 
Confederated Tribes of Chehalis 
Reservation's Water Quality Standards. 

(b) Part I.B.8(b) is added to the pennit 
as follows: 

Special Permit Eligibility Requirement 
for the Confederated Tribes of the 
Chehalis Reservation. Storm water 
pollution prevention plans shall be 
submitted to the ChehaUs Tribal 
Department of Natural Resources at the 
following address for review and 
approval prior to dischaige: 
Confederated Tribes of ChehaUs 
Reservation, Department of Natural 
Resources 420 Howanut Road, Oakville, 
WA 98568. 

2. Puyallup Tribe of Indians. The 
following Puyallup Tribe of Indians 
section 401 certification requirements 
revise the permit accordingly: 

(a) Part I.B.8(a) is added to the permit 
as follows: 

Special Water Quality Standard 
Requirement for the Puyallup Tribe of 
Indians. The permittee shall be 
responsible for achieving compliance 
with Puyallup Tribe's Water Quality 
Standards. 

(b) Part I.B.8(b) is added to the pennit 
as follows: 

Special Permit Eligibility Requirement 
for the Puyallup Tribe of Indians. Storm 
water pollution prevention plans shaU 
be submitied to the Puyallup Tribe 
Environmental Department at the 
following address for review and 
approval prior to discharge: PuyaUup 
Tribe Environmental Department 2002 
East 28th Street. Tacoma. WA 98404. 

(c) Part n . C l . is added to the permit 
as follows: 

Special NOI Requirement for the 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians. Copies of 
NOIs shall also be submitted to the 
Puyallup Tribe Environmental 
Department at the address listed in Part 
I.B.8(b) at time of NOI submittal to EPA: 

Federal Facilities in the State of 
Washington, Except Those Located on 
Indian CounUy Lands (WAR05* ###) 

The following State of Washington 
section 401 certification requirement 
revises the permit accordingly: 

(a) Part I.B.8(a) is added to the pennit 
as follows: 

Special Water Quality Standard 
Requirement for the State of 
Washington. The permittee shall be 
responsible for achieving compliance 
with the State of Washington's Water 
QuaUty Standards. These Standards are 
found in Chapter 173-201AWAC (Water 
Quality Standards for Surface Watera), 
Chapter 173-204 WAC (Sediment 
Management Standards), and the human 
health standards in the National Toxics 
Rule (57 FR 60848—60923). 

[FR Doc. 98-21025 Filed 8^1-98: 8:45 am) 
B I L U N Q C O D E 6S6O>S0-4> 
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State of New Mexico 

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 
JUDITH M. ESPINOSA 

SECRETARY 

RON CURRY 
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BRUCE KING 
GOVERNOR 

TELEFAX and 

c e r t i f i e d M a i l (P 757 742 984) 

May 27 , 1993 

Mr. Myron 0. Knudson, P.E. 
Di rector 
water Management Division (6W) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Ave. 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

-JUN 02 1993 

6W-PS 

Re: State Certification of NPDES Permit NM0022306 - Molycorp, Inc. 

Dear Mr. Knudson: 

Enclosed please find the conditional State certification of the 
following National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit: 

Molycorp, Inc. NPDES permit NM0022306 

we would like to note that we believe that the permit revisions 
contained in the EPA permit proposal, especially the controls at 
the two new outfalls 004 and 005, are very positive steps in 
protecting the Red River. 

I appreciate the EPA's extension of the deadline to provide this 
certification to May 28, 1993. The comments and conditions are 
enclosed on separate sheets. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Piatt 
Chief 
Surface Water Quality Bureau 

cc: 
David Shoemaker, Molycorp, Inc. (Certified Mail P 757 742 985) 
Wilfred Rael, Concerned Citizens del Norte 
Reed Benson, Land & Water Fund of the Rockies 
courte Voorhees, NMED District II 
Ken McCallum, NMED Taos Field Office 
Ellen Caldwell, USEPA (6W-PS) 

Alu,M<,i» f i l l 

= ^ DRUG FREE ^ 

i 
Harold Runnels Building • 1190 St. Francis Drive • P.O. Box 26110 • Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502 

(505) 827-2850 FAX f505̂  827-28.̂ 6 



Mr. Joe D. Winkle, Acting Regional Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

Date: May 27, 1993 

STATE CERTIFICATION 

RE: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No. NM0022306 

Dear Mr. winkle: 

The New Mexico Environment Department has examined the proposed NPDES permit NM0022306 
above. The following conditions are necessary to assure compliance with the 
applicable provisions of the Clean Water Act Sections 208(e), 301, 302, 303, 306, and 
307 and with appropriate requirements of State law. Compliance with the terms and 
conditions of the permit and this certification will provide reasonable assurance that 
the permitted activities will be conducted in a manner which will not violate 
applicable water quality standards and water quality management plan. 

The State of New Mexico 

(X) Includes the following more stringent conditions and citation to the 
State or Federal requirements upon which those conditions are based (see 
attachments). 

( ) certifies that the discharge will comply with the applicable provisions 
of Section 208(e), 301, 302, 303, 306 and 307 of the Clean Water Act and 
with appropriate requirements of State law. 

( ) waives its right to certify 

( ) denies certification for the reasons stated in the attachment 

In order to meet the requirements of State law, including water quality standards and 
appropriate basin plan as may be amended by the water quality management plan, each 
of the conditions cited 1n the draft permit and the State certification shall not be 
made less stringent. 

The Department reserves the right to amend or revoke this certification is such action 
Is necessary to ensure compliance with the State's water quality standards and water 
quality management plan. 

Please contact Glenn Saums, (505) 827-2827, if you have any questions concerning this 
certification. Comments pertaining to this draft permit are included on a separate 
page. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Piatt 
Bureau Chief 
Surface Water Quality Bureau 
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Conditions of State Certification 

1. Note: this item is presented as both a condition of 
certification and a comment. The result of this item is that some 
water quality based effluent limits may need to be adjusted to a 
more stringent value while others may possibly become less 
stringent. The State is prohibited by the Clean Water Act from 
requi ring, as a condition of certification, that a permit be made 
less stringent, however the State is also required by federal 
regulation, 40 CFR 124.53(e)(3), to note in a certification where 
the permit can be made less stringent. The information presented 
is intended to provide the basis for protection of water quality 
standards adopted by the New Mexico Water Quality Control 
Commission in accordance with §303 of the federal Clean Water Act 
and which are published in the document entitled Water Qual i ty 
Standards f o r I n t e r s t a t e Streams in New Mexico (WQS). The changes 
are largely necessary, not because of the permit writers error, but 
because on May 3, 1993, the New Mexico Environment Department 
(NMED) adopted a new interim guidance document entitled New Mexico 
I n t e r i m Guidance f o r Implementat ion o f Water Q u a l i t y Standards 
through Na t iona l P o l l u t a n t Discharge E l i m i n a t i o n System Permi ts 
(IG)'. 

The Fact Sheet (page 6, II #4) states: 

[b]ased on ... an instream hardness of 178 mg/l for 
CaCOj; a TSS level of 20.5 mg/l and the draft NM 
implementation plan, the water quality standards are 
calculated. (emphasis added) 

The "implementation plan" is not a draft. This should read "... 
the New Mexico I n t e r i m Guidance f o r Implementat ion o f Water O u a i i t y 
Standards Through Na t i ona l P o l l u t a n t Discharge E l i m i n a t i o n System 
Permits . . . . " The implementation plan is the Department's Interim 
Guidance and is an actionable document. Section 1-101. B, 
Implementation Plan of the WQS states: "[t]he New Mexico 
Environment Department, acting under authority delegated by the 
Commission, implements the water quality standards ...." The 
interim NM implementation plan is produced under this authority for 
EPA's use. 

Apparently the values referenced by EPA in the Fact Sheet are from 
a single sample collected and submitted to EPA by Molycorp in an 

1991 
'The original IG was developed at EPA's request on June 25, 
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October 23, 1993 letter responding to EPA's request for 
information. In regard to evaluating background data for water 
quality based permitting the IG states: 

[t]he following data sources should be utilized whenever 
possible ... STORET ... [s]tream data submitted by the 
permittee ...; (and) ... [a] minimum of two data points 
should be utilized for evaluations. 

In this case there are readily available additional data points in 
the STORET' database provided to EPA by NMED via its March 2, 1993 
letter. NMED has calculated the composite average of the Molycorp 
and STORET upstream data to be as follows: TSS = 59 mg/l (based 
upon 16 measurements) and Hardness = 132 mg/l (based upon 15 
measurements). Note the Molycorp data used by EPA was from the 
station "Red River above Molycorp's Discharge 002." This point 
would be below the new outfalls 004 & 005. Therefore, NMED 
utilized Molycorp's data from their station "Red River above and 
across Molycorp Mill yard" which had a TSS of 18.5 mg/l and 
hardness of 130 mg/l. 

In the table under the same paragraph on page 7 of the Fact Sheet, 
the Cs (water quality standard) values should be changed to reflect 
the above TSS/Hardness values. Table 1 presents NMED's 
calculations for Cs based upon the revised TSS/hardness values. 

In the same section of the IG, regarding evaluation of background 
data, it is stated: 

[w]hen the concentration of any pollutant is reported as 
"less than" for all data points, the value for that 
pollutant should be assumed to be zero. When the actual 
concentration is reported in one or more data points, the 
value for other data points reported as "less than" shall 
be assumed to be one half the detection limit, or 
disregarded where the assumed value is considered 
unrepresentatlve. 

The table of Ca values (ambient stream concentration upstream of 
the discharge) as written by EPA based upon the STORET data base do 
not reflect application of the procedure requiring halving the 
"less than" values. For example the Ca for total arsenic is shown 
as 0.007 mg/l. The 0.007 value is the average of the data set for 

^STORET is the EPA's computerized national water quality 
database. 
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arsenic before considering the "less than data". There are four 
data points in the set as follows: 12, 5K, 5K, 5K kig/l . The 
(unadjusted) average of these numbers (rounded) is 0.007 mg/l. If 
the "less than" data are halved according to the procedure and re-
averaged the result is a Cs of 0.005 mg/l. 

Employing the same data as EPA (i.e., the STORET data set) the NMED 
has recalculated the values for Ca in Table 2 (only for parameters 
noted with "*4" in the Fact Sheet as being based upon STORET data). 

The NMED requests EPA recalculate the water quality based effluent 
limits utilizing the NMED - SWQB revisions to the tables of data in 
the referenced section. We also request that EPA begin to use the 
revised IG in all permits issued for New Mexico. 

1 PARAMETER 

T. 

T. 

T. 

T. 

T. 

T. 

T. 

T. 

T. 

T. 

Arsenic * 

Cadmium f 

Copper t 

Lead « 

Zinc « 

Aluminum n 

Boron n 

Chromium * 

Cobalt n 

Selenium D 

Table 1 

Cs (mg/l) 

0.049 

0.005 

0.059 

0.043 

0.695 

0.087 

0.75 

0.546 

0.05 

0.005 

PARAMETER 

T. Vanadium n 

Ra 226+228 n 

T. Beryl 1ium n 

T. Mercury n 

T. Nickel * 

T. Silver n 

Chlordane n 

Un-ion. Ammon. n 

T. Res. Chlor. n 

cs (mg/l) II 
0.10 

30 pCi/1 

0.005 

0.000012 

0.759 

0.00012 1 

0.0000043 1 

0.03 1 
0.002 

* = Number is > Cs calculated by EPA 
t = Number is < Cs calculated by EPA 
n = Number is = Cs calculated by EPA 

hn STORET, the "K" remark code indicates "less than." When 
entering data into STORET, NMED enters the limit of detection value 
reported by the lab with the "K" remark code to indicate a sample 
was analyzed, the pollutant was detected but was less than the 
analytical limit of detection. 
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1 PARAMETER 

T. Arsenic f 

T. Cadmium f 

T. Copper t 

T. Lead t 

T. Zinc t 

T. Aluminum n 

T. Boron f 

T. Chromium f 

Table 2 

Ca (mg/l) 

0.005 

0 

0.044 

0.022 

0.056 

2.5 

0 

0.006 

PARAMETER 

T. Cobalt t 

T. Selenium t 

T. Vanadium f 

Ra 226+228 f 

T. Beryl 1ium f 

T. Mercury f 

T. Nickel t 

T. SiIver n 

Ca (mg/l) 

0 

0 

0 

0 pCi/1 

0 

0 

0 

0.001 1 

* = Number 
t = Number 
n = Number 

is > Ca calculated by EPA 
is < Ca calculated by EPA 
is = Ca calculated by EPA 

2. The proposed permit (page 5, part II, §E.3.d.i.&v.) provides 
that the pennittee collect combined flow weighted composite samples 
for biomonitoring. The four permitted outfalls are spread out over 
approximately 8.75 river miles. Allowing the collection of a 
combined composite sample will not assure that reaches of stream in 
the vicinity of the upper outfalls or intervals between outfalls 
will be free from toxicity related to the discharges. Combining 
the samples will only re-flect the cumulative impact of all the 
discharges downstream of the last outfall. The possibility exists 
that the "toxicity" of an upstream outfall could have adverse 
effects upon a reach of the stream but the toxic effects of that 
outfall would not show up in a combined test sample because of the 
effects of the downstream outfalls (i.e., a toxic aliquot being 
diluted by a non or less toxic aliquot). Further problems arise in 
that all outfalls will not necessarily be discharging at all times. 
Currently the mine is operating on a stand-by basis and does noi. 
discharge from outfall 001 and has not discharged from that outfall 
for some time. Outfalls 004 and 005 will likely discharge for t-he 
most part only in response to episodic events such as storms and 
snowmelt, thus making comparability of different sampling events 
difficult or impossible if different combinations of outfalls are 
discharging during different, sampling events. The WQS state: 

[a]cute toxicity due to discharges shall not occur within 
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the wastewater mixing zone in any stream with an existing 
or designated fishery use (§1-103.0); and 

[cjhronic toxicity due to discharges shall not occur at 
the critical low flow in any stream with an existing or 
designated fishery use more than once every three years 
(§1-103.E). 

Because the act of combining the composite samples will not assure 
that one upstream outfall will not cause acute or chronic toxicity 
as prohibited in the above WQS, biomonitoring at each outfall is 
required as a condition of this certification. 

3. Final effluent limitations at outfall "SUM2" (Proposed permit 
- Page 10 of Part 1) are expressed as loading limits calculated 
upon a monthly average. As expressed in our March 2, 1993 letter 
to Mr. Fred Humke (EPA), the NMED - Surface Water Quality Bureau 
(SWQB) is very concerned about the approach of using loading limits 
(i.e., daily average limits in lbs/day) to protect numeric water 
quality standards expressed as concentration. While this approach 
may be appropriate for constituents which are not toxic to aquatic 
life (e.g., molybdenum), it is generally not the ideal method for 
protection of those characterized as toxic pollutants. The biota 
tend to respond to extremes of concentrations of toxic pollutants. 
The effect of expressing the permit limitations as "average 
loading" may diminish protection from the threat of episodic, 
biologically threatening, high concentrations. High concentrations 
will not be directly prohibited by restricting average loads 
because the concentrations will be averaged out. 

The SWQB, as part of this certification, has reviewed the problem 
carefully with an aim toward developing effluent limits expressed 
as concentration. In this review, consideration of the local river 
basin was included. While the Molycorp point source discharges 
occur over a length of river approximately 8.75 miles it should be 
noted that the Town of Red River's sewage treatment plant^ 
(NM0024899) is located approximately 2.5 river miles above the 
Molycorp mill site and the New Mexico Game and Fish Red River Fish 

A Waste Load Allocation for the Town of Red River has been 
adopted by the New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission (New 
Mexico Statewide Water Q u a l i t y Management P lan, Work Element 6, 
Table (6)-2). 
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Hatchery (unpermitted^) is approximately 1-1,5 river miles below 
the final Molycorp discharges. Further non-point source 
contributions from the scarified (natural and historical mining) 
mountainous terrain and.the Village of Questa's sewage treatment 
lagoons" are significant'. 

In conclusion, the NMED - SWQB has determined that in this instance 
due to the need for specific data, especially in regard to quality 
and quantity of the Molycorp 004 & 005 outfalls, that the concept 
of using loading limits in the permit is appropriate at this time. 
We believe that the monitoring requirements proposed by EPA in the 
draft permit for the two new outfalls will help fill the data gap. 
However, as condition of this certification it is required that the 
numerical loading limits at "SUM2" be expressed as "DAILY MAX" 
instead of "DAILY AVG." This change is necessary to assure that 
numeric water quality standards for attainable and designated uses 
set forth in §2-119 and §3-101 of the WQS are protected at all 
times, including episodic events such as rainfall and snowmelt. 

4. Section 401(d) of the federal Clean Water Act states that: 

any certification provided under this section shall set 
forth any effluent limitations ... necessary to assure 
that any applicant for a ... permit will comply with 
...any other appropriaiie requirement of State law ..... 

The New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission (WQCC) Regulations 
are adopted in accordance with the New Mexico Water Quality Act and 
are therefore an appropriate basis of a conditional State 

N̂MED is working on a draft NPDES permit for the hatchery 
discharge as part of a grant commitment to EPA. 

T̂he Questa sewage lagoons are located adjacent to the Red 
River in the area between Molycorp's outfalls 004 and 002. The 
lagoons do not discharge directly to the river but are designed to 
allow infiltration to ground water which is probably hydrologically 
connected with the river. 

'Smolka, L.R., and David F. Tague. 1987. Intensive Survey of 
the Red R ive r , Taos County, New Mexico August 18-21, 1986. NMEID, 
Santa Fe, New Mexico. EID/SWQ-86/22. 

Smolka, L.R., and David F. Tague. 1989. Intensive Survey of the 
Middle Red R ive r , Taos County, New Mexico September 12-October 25, 
1988. NMEID, Santa Fe, New Mexico. EID/SWQ-88/8. 
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certification. Effluent limitations for outfalls 004 & 005 as 
proposed by EPA do not include a limitation of chemical oxygen 
demand (COD). Section 2-101 of the WQCC Regulations states: 

... no person shall cause or allow effluent to discharge 
to a watercourse if the effluent is indicated by: ... 4. 
a grab sample collected during an intermittent or 
infrequent discharge does not conform to the following: 
... Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) less than 125 mg/l. 

Therefore, in order to assure that this permit is compatible with 
an appropriate State requirement as condition of certification an 
effluent limitation of 125 mg/l must be included for these 
outfalls. The SWQB recommends that COD be monitored at the same 
frequency and with the kind of sample as total suspended solids 
(i.e., 1/day during periods of discharge by composite sample). 

Comments which are not conditions of State Certification 

1. Please check the longitude given for outfalls 004 & 005 on 
page one of the proposed permit. We believe the longitude given 
for outfall 004 as W105° 41' 51" should be W105° 31' 51" 

2. The IG states, in regard to considering background pollutants, 
the following (page 4 ^2 ) : 

[i]n situations where the average background level plus 
the average discharge level (multiplied by the 
appropriate statistical confidence interval factor ... 
2.13) of the facility in question exceeds the State's 
water quality standard - the EPA Permits Branch should 
inform the EPA Water Quality Branch to contact the [NMED] 
to discuss development of a [Total Maximum Daily Load] 
TMDL/[Waste Load Allocation] WLA for the parameter in 
question. 

It is noted by the NMED - SWQB that this problem has arisen in the 
case of several pollutants (e.g., mercury). On October 16, 1992 
the SWQB submitted to EPA (letter from Mr. Jim Piatt to Mr. Myron 
0. Knudson) the "List of Waters Requiring Total Maximum Daily Loads 
Pursuant to Clean Water Act Section 303(d)." That letter contained 
a prioritized list for consideration of TMDLs with a commitment to 
review the top six in (federal) FY 93 and FY 94. The list is still 
considered provisional since EPA has not yet acted on the letter. 
Segment 2-119 of the Red River is not in the actionable portion of 
the priority list. Currently, the SWQB anticipates updating the 
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priority list at the time the State's biennial 305(b) report to 
Congress is prepared. At that time the reach of the Red River in 
question will be considered as appropriate. 

3. Monitoring requirements for outfalls 004 & 005 (page 5 of Part 
I of the proposed permit) provide that "flow" be measured via an 
"estimate." Subsequent effluent limits for outfalls including 004 
& 005 (see outfall limitations at "SUM2" page 10 of Part I) are 
expressed as loading limits. Since load is directly related to the 
volume and concentration, estimating flow would not provide a 
reliable basis for determining compliance with effluent limits at 
"SUM2". NMED recommends the requirement to estimate flow be 
changed to a measurement of flow. 

4. In the proposed permit (page 3 of Part I) effluent limitation 
tables for outfall 002, under "Discharge Limitations", the 
parameter zinc is listed twice and vanadium is not listed at all. 
Vanadium is listed in the "Monitoring Requirements" section. The 
footnote "*2" associated with the heading "Discharge Limitations" 
seems unnecessary. 

5. In the description of outfalls 004 & 005 (page 5 of Part I of 
the proposed permit) the phrase "including collected stormwater" is 
utilized. This implies there may be uncollected stormwater which 
may be subject to NPDES regulation that not covered by this 
proposed permit. EPA should clarify this and assure that all storm 
water discharges subject to regulation are permitted. 
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ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 
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1190 St. Francis Drive, P.O. Box 26110 
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JUDITH t l . ESPINOSA 
SECRSTASY 

RONCimSY 
DEPUTY SECRSTAMY 

August 17 , 1993 

AUG 1 9 1993 

6W-PS 
Ms. Karen A. P o t t s 
Streich, Lang, P.A. 
2100 First Interstate Bank Plaza 
100 West Washington St. 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003-1897 

Re: Molycorp, Inc. - NPDES Certification appeal 

Dear Ms. Potts: 

This confirms receipt of your waiver of the 90-day deadline for 
hearing in this matter, and receipt of your separate letter to me 
dated August 11, 1993. Thank you for confirming that it is not 
Molycorp's intent to keep its NPDES permit conditions in indefinite 
limbo. We believe that unless we can resolve the outstanding 
certification issues in some other way, a hearing must be held 
notwithstanding your waiver within a reasonable time dictated by 
the need for this process to move forward expeditiously. 

NMED is concerned about your consultant's proposal for sampling 
over an abbreviated time frame . As was discussed at the meeting, 
and as you and I briefly touched on by telephone last week, my 
clients feel that adequate characterization of Molycorp's 
discharges will require a minimum of one year's study to take into 
account wide seasonal flow variations. 

Our suggestion for resolving this problem is that you either ask 
EPA to postpone issuance of Molycorp's new permit until the 
sampling study is completed, or that we settle your certification 
appeal by agreeing to a reopener clause in the new permit allowing 
the parties to revisit the issues you have raised once sufficient 
data have been collected. 

We will, as promised, expedite review of the sampling plan you 
submit. My clients wish to reemphasize however, that no sampling 
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Ms. Karen A. Potts 
August 17, 1993 
Page 2 

plan can be approved unless it is technically reasonable and based 
on sound science. 

Sincerely, 

,%j^—t 
RIPLEY B. HARWOOD 
Assistant General Counsel 

RBHivmj 

cc: Kathleen Sisneros, Division Director - NMED Water and Waste 
Management Division 
Jim Piatt, Bureau Chief - NMED Surface Water Quality Bureau 
Glenn Saums, Section Chief - NMED-SWQB Permits Section 
Amanda Ashforjî , Esq. 
Bob Vickery,k/Section Chief - EPA Region VI Permits Branch -
Industrial Permits Section 
Ellen Caldwell, EPA Region VI Permits Branch - Permit Issuance 
Section 
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CERTIFIED MAIL: RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED (P 373 364 991) 

REPLY TO: 6W-PS 

Mr. David R. Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 
Molycorp, Inc. 
P.O. Box 469 4 
Questa, New Mexico 87SS6 

V 

Re: Application to Discharge to Waters of the United States 
NPDES Pennit No. NM0022306 
Final Pennit Decision 

Dear Mr. Shoemaker: 

Enclosed is the public notice of the Agency's Hnal pennit decision, a copy of our response to conunents, and the 
fmal permit. This public notice describes any substantial changes from the draft pennit. 

Should you have any questions regarding the final permit, please feel free to contact Fred Humke of the Pennits 
Branch at the above address or telephone (214) 65S-7S03. Should you have questions regarding compUance with 
the conditions of this pennit, please contact the Enforcement Branch at the above address or telephone (214) 655-
6450. 

Sincerely yours. 

Myron O. Knudson, P.E. 
Director 
Water Management Division (6W) 

Enclosures 

cc w/permit copy: 

New Mexico Environment Department 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Region 6 
Public Notice of Final Permit Decision 

SEPTEMBER 11, 1993 

This is to give notice that the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 6, has made a final permit decision and will issue 
the following Proposed Permit(s) under the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System. The permit(s) will become effective 
30 days from the date of this Public Notice. Any substantial 
changes from the Draft Permit are cited. 

This issuance is based on a final staff review of the 
administrative record and comments received. A Response to 
Comments is available by writing to: 

Ms. Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Branch (6W-PS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 
(214) 655-7513 

Any person may reguest an Evidentiary Hearing on this final permit 
decision. However, the request must be submitted within 30 days 
from the date of this Notice. The request should be in accordance 
vith the reguirements of 40 CFR 124.74 (Federal Register Vol. 45, 
No. 98, Monday, May 19, 1980). The original public notice contains 
the stay provisions of a granted evidentiary hearing reguest. 

Vfithin 30 days after service of an initial decision, or a denial in 
whole or in part of a rec[uest for an evidentiary hearing, any 
person may file an appeal in accordance with the reguirements of 40 
CFR 124.91. Submissions may be mailed to: U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Environmental Appeals Board (MC-1103B), 401 M 
Street, SW, Washington, D.C. 20460. Hand-delivered submissions may 
be made at: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Environmental 
Appeals Board, Westory Building, 607 14th Street, NW, Suite 500, 
Washington, D.C. 20005. 

Further information including the administrative record may be 
viewed at the above address between 8 a.m. and 4:30 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. 



AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE TO WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
NPDES PERMIT NO. NM0022306 

The applicant's mailing address is: 

Molycorp, Inc. 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

The principal discharges from this existing source are made into the Red River 
in Segment No. 2-119 of the Rio Grande Basin, a water of the United States 
classified for secondary contact recreation, fish culture, coldwater fishery, 
irrigation, and livestock and wildlife watering. The discharger is located in 
Taos County, New Mexico. Under the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) 
Code(s) 1061, the applicant currently conducts mining and milling operations 
producing molybdenum disulfide concentrations. 

There are substantial changes from the draft reissued permit publicly noticed 
on April 17, 1993. The significant changes are: 

1. For Outfalls 004 and 005, periodic mine drainage consists of 
collected stormwater only. 

2. Individual biomonitoring is reguired for Outfalls 001, 002, 004 and 
005. 

3. SUM2 mass limitations are revised. 

4. Chemical oxygen demand (COD) limits of 125 mg/l are applied at 
Outfalls 004 and 005. 

5. Flow monitoring at Outfalls 004 and 005 is changed to "measure" via 
calibrated weir. 



2. AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE TO WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
NPDES PERMIT NO. NM0028355 

The applicant's mailing address is: 

Department of Energy 
Albuquerque Operations 
Los Alamos Area Office 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 

and 

University of California 
Management Contractor for Operation 
Los Alamos National Laboratory 
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87545 

The discharges from this existing source facility are made into various 
ephemeral streams (dry arroyos) (tributary to Segments 2-111 and 2-118 of the 
Rio Grande Basin), which are waters of the United States. These ephemeral 
receiving streams are covered by the State's water quality standards but are 
not presently classified for designated uses or numeric standards. However, 
the exising use of livestock and wildlife watering is addressed under New 
Mexico Numeric Water Quality Standards. The discharges are located at the Los 
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). Under the Standard Industrial 
Classification (SIC) Codes 9711, 9661, 9922 and 9611, the applicant's 
activities are design and development of nuclear weapons; and basic research 
in nuclear energy development; and in physics, chemistry, metallurgy, 
mathematics and computers, earth sciences, biomedical and environmental 
science and other disciplines. 

There are substantial changes from the draft reissued permit publicly noticed 
on May 16, 1992. The significant changes are: 

1. The numerical limitations associated with the New Mexico Water 
Quality Standards and/or regulations are revised for some parameters. 

2. Some outfalls are deleted from the permit. 

3. The schedule for submission of DMRs has been extended until "no later 
than the 28th day of the month following the completed reporting 
period." 

4. A reopener clause is included in the permit. 

5. The peirmit is reissued for a five year term. 
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Amigos Bravos, Friends of the Wild Rivers 
P.O. Box 238 Taos, New Mexico 87571 

Ms. Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Branch 
U.S. EPA, Region VI 
1445 Ross Av. 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

Dear Ms. Ellen Caldwell: 

02 1993 

6W-PS 

5/25/93 

It has come to our attention today that Molycorp has made an application 
for NPDES permits at two new outfalls at their Goat Hill mi l ls i te. We 
were also informed that today is the deadline for comments. 

Amigos Bravos has been in communication with EPA over the past five 
years concerning the Molycorp mine pollution of the Red River. So i t came 
as a surprise that we had not been informed by EPA of this latest 
development. Amigos Bravos would like to study and submit comments on 
this permit application. We are requesting a copy of the NPDES draft 
permit and for an opportunity to offer our insights. 

Amigos Bravos is aware of the complexity of the issues involved and the 
need for the public to be fully informed of the stipulations and 
implications of the permit. We therefore ask, on behalf of our 600 
members, that a public hearing be held in Questa on this NPDES permit. 

Thank you for taking these two requests into consideration. Also, please 
make sure that we are included in whatever mailing l is t you have of 
organizations requesting to be kept informed of Molycorp actions. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Shields 
Projects Director 

> printed on recycled paper 
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Penelope Rael 
P.O. Box 603 

Questa, New Mexico 87556 

May 2 5 , 1993 

JUN02 1S93 

6W-PS 

Re: Application to Discharge to Waters of the United States 
NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 
Draft Permit 

Ms. Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Branch (6W- PS) 
U.S Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 
(214) 655-7513 

Dear Ms. Caldwell; 

for We appreciate your extending the time limit 
submitting o u ^ comments until May 25, 1993. Thank you. 

I have lived in Questa, New Mexico, in an area along the 
north bank of the Red River for the past iS'years. Currently, 
I own land and use waters from the Red River for irrigation. 

According to many studies that have been performed by 
State and Federal Agencies, at least 8 miles of the Red River 
from MolyCorp to Lama Canyon is essentially a biologically 
dead reach. This dead zone of the Red River is due in greatest 
measure to continual metal loading from "steady state" seeps 
issuing from a number of locations along a 6 mile section of 
the middle reach beginning below the MolyCorp mill and 
persisting until about the Questa Ranger District. 

MolyCorp Inc. is currently applying for permits for two 
new outfalls 004 and 005, EPA made an error in plane 
coordinates for outfall 004 giving a point on the Rio Grande. 
There was also no description of these discharge points which 
made it very difficult to make an assessment of these permit 
application. It is good that EPA has reclassified use of the 
river to non-industrial use. 

Due to the nature of the soils (very porous) between the 
the Red River most of their discharges from the open 
(about 2 1/2 miles wide by 1/2 mile deep) flow into 

River below the surface of the ground, they must be 
to get these discharges permitted because, they 

this collection system (open pit). The current NPDES 

mine and 
pit mine 
the Red 
requi red 
created 
application does not consider these discharges. The old 
underground workings are next to the Red River and below the 
open pit mine. This collection system that they developed as a 
result of the open pit mine seeps through these old workings 
and flows to the Red River and is not permitted. 

The Clean Water Act prohibits the discharge of pollutants 
from any point source to the waters of the United States. It 
may be argued that the MolyCorp's open pit and approximately 5 
square miles of disturbance are not "point sources". In Si erra 



Club Abston Construction Co.. Inc.. 620 F.2d 41 ((5th Cir. 
1980), EPA argued that mining pits and collection ponds are 
point sources, and that seepage from such facilities 
constitutes a point source discharge. The court agreed. 
MolyCorp's NPDES permit does not include these discharges. 

There is also a potential danger in the filling of the 
current underground workings because these polluted waters 
will seep into the RedRiver before they reach the surface.. 
This has not been properly addressed in this application. 

The current application overestimates the flow from 
outfall 001 based on DMRs from the period of mine operation, 
There is little or no flow once the mine is inoperative (as 
now) this mistake allows unnecessary discharge under SUMl 
limits for manganese and molybdenum. This have been two of the 
most significant pollutants from the mine; this is because 
there are no concentration based limits for these and an 
overestimate of flow from 001 gives the mine huge leeway to 
meet these mass limits. The same is true for cobalt, 
selenium, beryllium, silver, chlordane and chlorine which are 
picked up under SUM2. EPA should have concentration limits for 
all of these. The absence of such limits reduces the permit's 
effectiveness in meeting the goals of the Clean Water Act and 
protecting the Red River. 

Draft permit provides for insufficient monitoring, 
discharges from outfalls 001 and 002, there should be daily 
monitoring for effluents that have concentration limits. 
Otherwise, episodic large releases of pollutants will not be 
accounted for, this compounds outfall OOl's overestimation 
problem. 

Draft permit whole effluent toxicity testing generally 
allows too much dilution of mixture for testing, a mixture of 
36% should be used for most tests. The permit should require 
biomonitoring testing for individual samples of effluent from 
all outfalls. Composite sampling should not be done because 
there is a large distance between the outfalls. 

This permit requires MolyCorp only to report its Sum2 
loadings until June 30, 1996, it does not require compliance. 
Compliance should be required immediately. 

Ms. Caldwell, we are confident that EPA will own up to 
it's responsibilities in protecting the Red River and the Rio 
Grande (Wild and Scenic Rivers as designated by Congress) 
from MolyCorp's discharges. The 
our community is at stake here and 
our protection. 

On the basis of the above 
public hearing 
Appli cat ion. 

future of our children and 
we are depending on you for 

issues raised, I request a 
on MolyCorp's NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 

Respectfully Submitted. 

Penelope Rael 
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A Wilfred Rael 
P.O. Box 603 

Questa, New Mexico 87556 

May 2 5 , 1993 

JUN 0 2 1993 

6W^PS 

Re: Application to Discharge to Waters of the United States 
NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 
Draft Permit 

Ms. Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Branch (6W- PS) 
U.S Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 
(214) 655-7513 

Dear Ms. Caldwell; 

for We appreciate your extending the time limit 
submitting out comments till May 25, 1993. Thank you. 

I have lived in Questa, New Mexico, in an area along the 
north bank of the Red River all my life. Currently, I own 
land and use waters from the Red River fbr irrigation. I was 
15 years old when Moly Corp went from a small underground 
operation to an open pit mine in 1965. I witnessed many of 
the spills that occurred after the expansion began. I saw the 
Red River go .from a beautiful mountain stream, full of life, 
to a polluted dead river. The water looks like it's 
discharged from a washing machine (Blue). According to many 
studies that have been performed by State and Federal 
Agencies, at least 8 miles of the Red River from MolyCorp to 
Lama Canyon is essentially a biologically dead reach. This 
dead zone of the Red River is due in greatest measure to 
continual metal loading from "steady state" seeps issuing from 
a number of loca:tions along a 6 mile section of the middle 
reach beginning below the MolyCorp mill and persisting until 
about the Questa Ranger District. The mine claims that the 
goethermal scars on the mountain along the river are to blame 
for what has happened to the river, this is a joke! I 
strongly feel that the mine is to blame and they are using our 
state and federal agencies to get away with murder. If you 
were in my situation I am sure that you would feel the same 
way.' If you studied the records and you investigated the 
problem further you would probably also draw the same 
conclusion. 

MolyCorp Inc. is currently applying for permits for two 
new outfalls 004 and 005, EPA made an error in plane 
coordinates for outfall 004 giving a point on the Rio Grande. 
There was also no description of these discharge points which 
made it very difficult to make an assessment of these permit 
application. It is good that EPA has reclassified use of the 
river to non-industrial use. 
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to the nature of the soils (very porous) between the 
the Red River most of their discharges from the open 
(about 2 1/2 miles wide by 1/2 mile deep) flow into 

River below the surface of the ground, they must be 
to get these discharges permitted because, they 

this collection system (open pit). The current NPDES 
cation does not consider these discharges. The old 
ground workings are next to the Red River and below the 
pit mine. This collection system that they developed as a 
t of the open pit mine seeps through these old workings 
lows to the Red River and is not permitted. 
The Clean Water Act prohibits the discharge of pollutants 
any point source to the waters of the United States. It 

be argued that the MolyCorp's open pit and approximately 5 
e miles of disturbance are not "point sources". In Sierra 
v. Abston Construction Co.. Inc.. 620 F.2d 41 ((5th Cir. 

mining pits and collection ponds are EPA t h a t , iiiTrt a r g u e d 
sources, and that seepage from such facilities 

itutes a point source discharge. The court agreed 
!orp's NPDES permit does not include these discharges. 

There is also a potential danger in the filling of the 
current underground workings because these polluted waters 
will seep into the Red River before they reach the surface.. 
This has not been properly addressed in this application. 

The current application overestimates the flow from 
outfall 001 based on DMRs from the period of mine operation. 
There is little or no flow once the mine is inoperative (as 
now) this mistake allows unnecessary discharge under SUMl 
limits for manganese and molybdenum. This have been two of the 
most significant pollutants from the mine; this is because 
there are no concentration based limits for these and an 
overestimate of flow from 001 gives the mine huge leeway to 
meet these mass limits. The same is true for cobalt, 
selenium, beryllium, silver, chlordane and chlorine which are 
picked up under SUM2. EPA should have concentration limits for 
all of these. The absence of such limits reduces the permit's 
effectiveness in meeting the goals of the Clean Water Act and 
protecting the Red River. 

Draft permit provides for insufficient monitoring, 
discharges from outfalls 001 and 002, there should be daily 

for effluents that have concentration limits, 
episodic large releases of pollutants will not be 

for, this compounds outfall OOl's overestimation 

moni toring 
Otherwise, 
accounted 
problem. 

Draft permit whole effluent toxicity testing generally 
allows too much dilution of mixture for testing, a mixture of 
36% should be used for most tests. The permit should require 
biomonitoring testing for individual samples of effluent from 
all outfalls. Composite sampling should not be done because 
there is a large distance between the outfalls. 
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R o b e r t o M. V i g i l CAhl DO 
P .O. Box 333 OVV-rO 

Q u e s t a , New Mexico 87556 

May 2 5 , 1993 

Re: Application to Discharge to Waters of the United States 
NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 
Draft Permit 

Ms. Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Branch (6W- PS) 
U.S Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 
(214) 655-7513 

Dear Ms. Caldwell; 

We appreciate your extending the time limit for 
submitting out comments till May 25, 1993. Thank you. 

I am a life long resident of the Questa, New Mexico 
area. I was also designated Co-Chairman of the Concerned 
Citizens Committee in 1969 by a vast number of the community 
of Questa, to monitor and address environmental and health 
issues associated with the operations of MolyCorp in this 
area. As such I have witnessed much degradation to the 
environment by MolyCorp,including adverse affects to fish and 
livestock by the discharge waters of this operation under 
their NPDES Permits. 

So for these and the following reasons I strongly urge 
you to provide an opportunity for public comments on this 
issue. I have waited a long time for this. 

I will note also that we made requests for public 
hearings on this permit previously but were never 
acknowledged. 

According to many studies that have been performed by 
State and Federal Agencies, at least 8 miles of the Red River 
from MolyCorp to the Lama Canyon is essentially a 
biologically dead reach. This dead zone of the Red River is 
due in greatest measure to continual metal loading from 
"steady state" seeps issuing from a number of locations along 
a 6 mile section of the middle reach beginning below the 
MolyCorp mill and persisting until about the Questa Ranger 
District. The mine claims that the goethermal scars on the 
mountain along the river are to blame for what has happened to 
the river, this is a joke! I strongly feel that the mine is 
to blame and they are using our state and federal agencies to 
get away with murder. If you were in my situation I am sure 
that you would feel the same way. If you studied the records 
and you investigated the problem further you would probably 
also draw the same conclusion. 



MolyCorp Inc. is currently applying for permits for two 
new outfalls 004 and 005, EPA made an error in plane 
coordinates for outfall 004 giving a point on the Rio Grande. 
There was also no description of these discharge points which 
made it very difficult to make an assessment of these permit 
application. It is good that EPA has reclassified use of the 
river to non-industrial use. 

Due to the nature of the soils (very porous) between the 
mine and the Red River most of their discharges from the open 
pit mine (about 2 1/2 miles wide by 1/2 mile deep) flow into 
the Red River below the surface of the ground, they must be 
required to get these discharges permitted because, they 
created this collection system (open pit). The current NPDES 
application does not consider these discharges. The old 
underground workings are next to the Red River and below the 
open pit mine. This collection system that they developed as a 
result of the open pit mine seeps through these old workings 
and flows to the Red River and is not permitted. 

The Clean .Water Act prohibits the discharge of pollutants 
from any point source to the waters of the United States. It 
may be argued that the MolyCorp's open pit and approximately 5 
square miles of disturbance are not "point sources". In Sierra 
Club v. Abston Construction Co.. Inc.. 620 F.2d 41 ((5th Cir. 
1980), EPA argued that mining pits and collection ponds are 
point sources, and that seepage from such facilities 
constitutes a point source discharge. The court agreed. 
MolyCorp's NPDES permit does not include these discharges. 

There is also a potential danger in the filling of the 
current underground workings because these polluted waters 
will seep into the Red River before they reach the surface.. 
This has not been properly addressed in this application. 

, The current application overestimates the flow from 
outfall 001 based on DMRs from the period of mine operation. 
There is little or no flow once the mine is inoperative (as 
now) this mistake allows unnecessary discharge under SUMl 
limits for manganese and molybdenum. This have been two of the 
most significant pollutants from the mine; this is because 
there are no concentration based limits for these and an 
overestimate of flow from 001 gives the mine huge leeway to 
meet these mass limits. The same is true for cobalt, 
selenium, beryllium, siIver, chlordane and chlorine which are 
picked up under SUM2. EPA should have concentration limits for 
all of these. The absence of such limits reduces the permit's 
effectiveness in meeting the goals of the Clean Water Act and 
protecting the Red River. 

Draft permit provides for insufficient monitoring, 
discharges from outfalls 001 and 002, there should be daily 
monitoring for effluents that have concentration limits. 
Otherwise, episodic large releases of pollutants will not be 
accounted for, this compounds outfall OOl's overestimation 
problem. 
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MAY 2 8 1993 

Linda Rael-Vigil fiW-P^ 
P.O. Box 620 ^ ^ V r o 

Questa, New Mexico 87556 

May 25, 1993 

Re: Application to Discharge to Waters of the United States 
NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 
Draft Permit 

Ms. Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Branch (6W- PS) 
U.S Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 
(214) 655-7513 

Dear Ms. Caldwell; 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NPDES 
Permit application by MolyCorp. 

As a direct descendant of the first settlers of our 
community, the continued degredation of our water, land and 
air by MolyCorp has more than an economic impact on me and my 
family. 

While our land values have depreciated and the damages 
sustained by our community are readily seen, the abuses by 
MolyCorp have also affected our traditional cultural value 
system, our potential for self-sufficiency and of course of 
most importance are our health and welfare and that of our 
future generations. 

As an individual and as a community we can only depend on 
agencies such as yours to protect and aid us by calling a halt 
to the continued self interest of corporations which have 
exploited our resources and will continue to do so without 
conscience. I implore you to keep our children in your mind 
through out this process. Their welfare is paramount and in 
your hands. 

According to many studies that have been performed by 
State and Federal Agencies, at least 8 miles of the Red River 
from Moly Corp to the Lama Canyon is essentially a 
biologically dead reach. This dead zone of the Red River is 
due in greatest measure to continual metal loading from 
"steady state" seeps issuing from a number of locations along 
a 6 mile section of the middle reach beginning below the 
MolyCorp mill and persisting until about the Questa Ranger 
District. The mine claims that the goethermal scars on the 
mountain along the river are to blame for what has happened to 
the river, this is a joke! I strongly feel that the mine is 
to blame and they are using our state and federal agencies to 
get away with murder. If you were in my situation I am sure 
that you would feel the same way. If you studied the records 
and you investigated the problem further you would probably 
also draw the same conclusion. 



MolyCorp Inc. is currently applying for permits for two 
new outfalls 004 and 005, EPA made an error in plane 
coordinates for outfall 004 giving a point on the Rio Grande. 
There was also no description of these discharge points which 
made it very difficult to make an assessment of these permit 
application. It is good that EPA has reclassified use of the 
river to non-industrial use. 

Due to the nature of the soils (very porous) between the 
mine and the Red River most of their discharges from the open 
pit mine (about 2 1/2 miles wide by 1/2 mile deep) flow into 
the Red River below the surface of the ground, they must be 
required to get these discharges permitted because, they 
created this collection system (open pit). The current NPDES 
application does not consider these discharges. The old 
underground workings are next to the Red River and below the 
open pit mine. This collection system that they developed as a 
result of the open pit mine seeps through these old workings 
and flows to the Red River and is not permitted. 

The Clean Water Act prohibits the discharge of pollutants 
from any point source to the waters of the United States. It 
may be argued that the MolyCorp's open pit and approximately 5 
square miles of disturbance are not "point sources". In Sierra 
Club V. Abston Construction Co.. Inc.. 620 F.2d 41 ((5th Cir. 
1980), EPA argued that mining pits and collection ponds are 
point sources, and that seepage from such facilities 
constitutes a point source discharge. The court agreed. 
MolyCorp's NPDES permit does,not include these discharges. 

There is also a potential danger in the filling of the 
current underground workings because these polluted waters 
will seep into the Red River before they reach the surface.. 
This has not been properly addressed in this application. 

The current application overestimates the flow from 
outfall 001 based on DMRs from the period of mine operation, 
There is little or no flow once the mine is inoperative (as 
now) this mistake allows unnecessary discharge under SUMl 
limits for manganese and molybdenum. This have been two of the 
most significant pollutants from the mine; this is because 
there are no concentration based limits for these and an 
overestimate of flow from 001 gives the mine huge leeway to 
meet these mass limits. The same is true for cobalt, 
selenium, beryllium, silver, chlordane and chlorine which are 
picked up under SUM2. EPA should have concentration limits for 
all of these. The absence of such limits reduces the permit's 
effectiveness in meeting the goals of the Clean Water Act and 
protecting the Red River. 

Draft permit provides for insufficient monitoring, 
discharges from outfalls 001 and 002, there should be daily 
monitoring for effluents that have concentration limits. 
Otherwise, episodic large releases of pollutants will not be 
accounted for, this compounds outfall OOl's overestimation 
problem. 
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Molycorp, Inc. 

Questa Division 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 
Telephone: (505) 586-0212 

W/IV1 9 1993 

UNOCAL'! bV\/-pS 
MOLYCORP 

May 13, 1993 

Ms. Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Branch (6W-PS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

Re: Draft NPDES Permit Molycorp NM0022306 Comments 

Dear Ms. Caldwell: 

The following are Molycorp's comments on the above referenced 
draft NPDES permit: 

1. Outfalls 004 and 005 discharge excess storm water runoff. 
It is Molycorp's position that these discharges are subject to 
EPA's storm water regulations, and are not subject to the 
categorical effluent limitations set forth in 40 C.F.R. Part 440, 
which apply to process wastewater discharges. See 40 C.F.R. -
122.16(b)(13) (defining "storm water"). Moreover, as required by 
the federal Clean Water Act, the EPA storm water program regulates 
only runoff that has come into contact with any overburden, raw 
material, waste products, etc. 33 U.S.C. - 1342(1); 40 C.F.R. -
122.26(b)(14). These types of discharges are regulated under 
either individual, group or, in certain cases, general permits. 55 
Fed. Reg. 47990 (Nov. 16, 1990); 57 Fed. Reg. 41236 (Sept. 9, 
1992). Molycorp is a member of the American Mining Congress 
Stormwater Group Permit Application, Part I of which was approved 
by EPA on March 10, 1993. Accordingly, Molycorp is in compliance 
with all applicable regulations governing discharges from Outfalls 
004 and 005, and hereby reserves its right to contest its proposal 
to regulate these discharges under its existing NPDES permit. 

Specifically, but without limitation, Molycorp objects to the 
application of the effluent limitations set forth in 40 C.F.R. Part 
440 and, in particular, to the proposed discharge limitation for 
Total Suspended Solids. Molycorp's data (which has been provided 
to EPA) shows that TSS concentrations during a storm event may 
exceed the proposed limitations. These levels of TSS are naturally 
occurring and are not attributable to Molycorp's mining operations; 
in most cases, the runoff does not even come into contact with the 
company's waste dumps. While Molycorp intends to implement 
appropriate measures to manage and control this runoff, in 



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
May 13, 1993 
Page 2 

accordance with EPA's storm water program, there can be no 
assurance that these measures will be effective to prevent an 
exceedance of the proposed TSS discharge limitation in the event 
of a major storm. 

2. Any acid mine drainage from Outfalls 004 and 005 will be 
diverted and retained in the underground mine, where it will be 
neutralized and its metal content will drop as it percolates 
through natural rock formations. This water will then be pumped 
from the underground mine to a tailings line and conveyed to the 
tailings impoundment area. 

Sincerely, 

C^.W( ' ^J 
David R. Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 

DRS:bjd 

cc: Fred Humke 
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Molycorp, Inc. 
A Unocal Company 
RO. Box 469 
Questa, New IVIexico 87556 
Telephone (505) 586-0212 

UNOCAL® 
MOLYCORP 

U S Environmental Protection Agency December 20, 1992 
Region 6 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Attention: Fred Humke, PE 
Senior Environmental Engineer 
Industrial Permits Section, 6W-PI 

Reference: Molycorp NPDES Permit NM0022306 Renewal 

Dear Sir: 
Enclosed is the renewal application for Molycorp's Questa 
Division NPDES Permit NM0022306 which is due for submission 
to your office 180 days before its expiration date on June 
20, 1993. 
The application includes completed EPA forms 1 and 2C with 
required process flowsheet, outfalls descriptions, location 
maps, request for continued approval of the alternative 
molybdenum test procedure, and results of all biological 
toxicity testing. Testing methods and data analysis adhere 
to those promulgated in Code of Federal Regulations 40 CFR 
Part 136. As described in the attachments, the Questa mine 
and mill were put on standby status in January, 1992 and all 
mill process and underground mine water flows to the tailings 
impoundment area where the regulated outfalls are located, 
were stopped at that time. 
Please note that although effluent testing of Outfall 001,per 
Molycorp's present NPDES Permit, was performed during the 
water treatment (IX) plant run of May/June, 1990; because of 
a lack of tails water for later IX plant operation, no pol
lutants analysis data is available for Outfall 001 as re
quested under Item V, Parts A, B, C of Form 20 of the 
renewal application. 
If you should have any questions or require further informa
tion, please phone me at (505) 586-7601. 

Yours truly, 

t n p.'/ T ^ a v i d R. Shoemaker 
l) f / ^ / S ' j n e Manager 

c c : R. Q. Dewey 
^ ^ C X 8 

/992 

^W-h o 



Molycorp, Inc. 
A Unocal Company 
Questa Division 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 
Telephone: (505) 586-0212 

UNOCAL® 
MOLYCORP 

CONTENTS OF CJONSOLIDATED FEEtMIT APPLICATION 

FOR 

MOLYCORP, INC. NMD 002699094 

SECTION I EPA STANDARD FORM 1 - GENERAL INFORMATION 

SECTION II EPA STANDARD FORM 2c - WASTEWATER DISCHARGE 
INFORMATION 

SECTION III DISCUSSION OF "CONTRIBUTING FLOW STREAMS TO 
OUTFALLS 001 AND 002" 

SECTION IV REQUEST FOR CONTINUING ALTERNATIVE MOLYBDENUM 
TEST PROCEDURE 

SECTION V LOCATION MAP #100 AND TAILINGS DAM AREA MAP #200 

SECTION VI RESULTS OF CHRONIC BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING 
OF OUTFALL 002 

SECTION VII ATTACHMENT SECTION FORM 2c - IIA PROCESS FLOW 
DIAGRAM 

SECTION VIII CONTRACT LABORATORY ANALYTICAL AND QUALITY CONTROL 
DATA 
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FORM 

2C 
NPDES 

^ EPA 
I . O U T F A L L LOCATION JSS 

U.S. ENVIROr^MENTAL PROTECTION AGENCV 
APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO DISCHARGE WASTEWATER 

EXISTING MANUFACTURING, COMMERCIAL, MINING AND SILVICULTURAL OPERATIONS 
Consolidated Permits Progr.tm 

For each ou t fa l l , list the latitude and longitude of its location to the nearest 15 seconds and the name of the receiving water. 
A. O U T F A I . I . 

NUMBER 
(listl 

B. LAT ITUOE C. LONGITUDE 
o . RECEIVING WATER (name) 

001 36 41 49 105 37 53 RED RIVER 

002 36 41 29 105 -JO SS RED RIVER 

I I . FLOWS, SOURCES OF POLLUT ION, A N D T R E A T M E N T TECHNOLOGIES 

A . At tach a line drawing showing the water f low through the facil i ty. Indicate sources of intake water, operations contr ibuting wastewater to the effluent, 
and treatment units labeled to correspond to the more detailed descriptions in I tem B. Construct a water balance on the line drawing by '.howing averaqe 
flows between intakes, operations, treatment units, and outfalls. If a water balance cannot be determined (e.g., for certain min ing activities), provide a 
pictorial description of the nature and amount of any sources of water and any collection or treatment measures. 

B. For each out fa l l , provide a description of : (1) A l l operations contr ibut ing wastewater to the eff luent, including process wastewater 
cooling water, and storm water runof f ; (2) The average f low contributed by each operat ion; and (3) The treatment received by the 
on addit ional sheets if necessary. 

sanitary wastewater, 
wastewater. Continue 

1 . OUT-
FACUNO 

( ( IS/) 

001 

001 

c o n t . 

001 

c e n t . 

001 

c o n t . 

002 

Z. OPEHATIONISI CONTRIBUTING FLOW 

a. OPERATION lli.lt) 

P r o c e s s w a t e r f rom 

m i l l i n g o p e r a t i o n s 

a n d t a i l i n g s d i s p o s a l 

( s e e a t t a c h m e n t I I I ) 

/f*\ 
/P^-
^ ^ # 

^- ^ / > i 

S -^j 
• %. i>l/ly 

'V... 

S e e p a g e f rom t a i l i n g s 

n p n t T T T ^ 

b. AVERAGE FLOW 
lincluttf* unitui 

47R GPM 

( 1 9 9 0 ) 

P r o d u c t i o n 

Numbers 

J^.f^.. 
"" ^' / ^ ' - ^ ^ ^ ^ 

" lOn. ^ ^ i ^ 
'i(9<> 

^9 
. , * • ' 

^ 

281 GPM 

n q q i ^ 

P r o d u c t i o n 

Numbers 

3. TREATMENT 

a. DESCRIPTION 

PRIMARY: S e t t l i n a i n 

t a i l i n g s i m p o u n d m e n t t o 

r e m o v e s u s p e n d e d r o c k 

p a r t i c l e s , a n d ( P o s s i b l e 

H y d r o a e n P e r o x i d e 

a d d i t i o n i n w i n t e r f o r 

c y a n i d e r e d u c t i o n i f 

c y a n i d e r e a g e n t u s e d ) 

S e c o n d a r y : I o n e x c h a n g e 

p r o c e s s t o c o n v e r t M004 

i o n s i n t a i l i n g s w a t e r 

t o CaM004 p r e c i p i t a t e 

f o r r e t u r n t o m i l l 

c i r c u i t 

NONE REOUIRED 

Ij. LIST COOES F HOf-l 
TADLE 2 C I 

T-n 

2 - J 

OFFICIAL. U3I£ ONLY f, • . M J • " I ' t K t 

http://lli.lt


••'TINLi'ED FROM THE FRONT 

C. i ixcopt lor storm runoff, leaks, or spills, are any of the discharges described in Items I I-A or 
[ ^ t V E S i c n n t f j l v t r t h r i t . l i n i r i n i : l u i i l f l 

0 intermittent or seflsonni? 
[2,1 NO (CO In .Scfdoii n i l 

1. O U T F A L L 
N U M B E R 

. • ; . v ; , ' 

2. O P E R A T I O N ^ J , ; 
C O N T R I B U T I N G F L O W 

tli.u! 

3. F R E Q U E N C Y 

a. D A Y S 
PER W E E K 

n r r i n i l ' - } 

IJ . M O N T H S 
PER Y E A R 

Is i ' i - r i f y 
iMTK l f l ' I 

4 . F L O W 

II. I t .OW It A ' l L 
(III i i u ' i O 

. L O N U T ^ I. M 
A V r n A r. r 

I . M AX IMLir. 
OA IL v 

h I 'J I A 1. V O I . U f ^ l l . ^ 
f.vni-c'i/v i ( i ( / i riMir'. I i z. D U R -

1 . I O N " . T F H 
A V r f „ . f 

1 A T I O N 
1. •.. A M ..1 U .• I 

P A H - ' I i n d a : ' I 

001 
SEE DISCUSSION IN 

ATTACHMENT III 

,688 4 .29 688, 
000 

4 , 2 9 0 , j 15 
000 I 

gallonsgallons 

i ^^^^m^m^m^ ^iimmB^!^:^^^^^mmmt^^^'^ ••-•-^m^ '̂'̂ 'm^ww^ III P R O D U C T I O N 

A. Does an effiuent guideline l imitation promulgated by EPA under Section 3U4 ol the Clean Water Act apply to your f a c i l i i \ ' 

r j j YES l i d i n n l r l r I u m I I I I I I i J J N O (/ '• (» .S'.-i/i.m H i 

G. Are the l ini i iai ions in (he applicable el fluent guideline expressed in terms ol i j roi luci iui i lor oi i inr measure o f oporaiiun)? 
Q j v E S u-.iii i(>.'.'(i ' /(.111 ; ; ; m i Jfl N O (« ; I I !•> . S ' T / / > , M I V I 

C. li vou answu r rd " y e s " lo Item III -0. list lhe qunn l i i y wh i ch rupresents an actual inei isuienient of your level of product ion, expressed m the terms and units 
used in the applicable effluent guidel ine, and indicate the affected outfal ls. 

1. AV fRAGE DAILY PMOUUCTION 

a. OUAn«TITV PER DAV b . UNITS OP M E A S U n C 

IV. IMPROVEMENTS^ 

C. O P C n A l I O N . P n o O U C T . M A T I ^ N I A L , CTC. 
I fprc i fy) 

2. A r c r ' : T i : r j 
OUT F A L L C 

l l i . f t ' y u t f c l : ' i l - n i d i r ' ; 

Si^;«.Wi?Sg:^,::^af.S^^^a^::i£^ftty^c^S5S^^ 

A. Are you now required by any Federal, State or local authori ty to meet any implementation schedule for the construction, upgrading or operation of waste
water treatment equipment or practices or any other environmental programs which may affect the discharges described in this application? This includes, 
but is not l imited to. permit conditions, administrative or enforcement orders, cntoiceincnt compliance schedule letters, stipulations, court orders, and grant 
or loan conditions. I IV ES Icompleir ttic ( i i l lowi i in tabic) [XjNO IKO lo l l r m IV.I I ) 

I D E N T I F I C A T I O N O F C O N D I T I O N . 
A C R E E M E N T . E T C . 

2 . A F F E C T E D O U T F A L L S 
3. B R I E F D E S C R I P T I O N O F P R O J E C T 

a. F I N A L C O M 
P L I A N C E D A T E 

I b. PRO-
j e c T [ : o 

' B . OPTIONAL: You may attach adJition.tl sheets drscribing any additional water pnl lut ion ro i i t ro l programs ^or other nnvirnnmcnl.i l iirnjpct:! which m.iy affect 
vour dixharonsi you now have iinrleivu.iy oi whicrh you pl.nn. IndiCiite whether rach prugraiii n now underwjv oi pluiiiiKil. and i i idicati: / I ' l i i ar.i-.jsl of 
planned sch.;iluies lor const i m i ion. p „ ; ^ R H - x " I F D E S C R I P T I O N o r A D D I T I O N A L C O N T R O L P R O G R A M S I-; A T T A C H E D 

http://nnvirnnmcnl.il


CONTINUED FROM PAGE 2 

E P A I.O. NUMBERfcopy from Item 1 of Form I) Form Approved. 
OMB No 2000.0059 
Approval expires 12-31-85 

V. INTAKE AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS 

A, B, & C: See instructions before proceeding — Complete one set of tables for each outfall — Annotate the outfall number in the space provided. 
NOTE: Tables V-A, V-B, and V-C are included on separate sheets numbered V-1 through V-9. 

D. Use the space below to list any of the pollutants listed in Table 2t:-Z of the instructions, which you know or have reason to believe is discharged or may be 
discharged from any outfall. For every pollutant you list, briefly describe the reasons you believe it to be present and report any analytical data in your 
possession. 

I. P O L L U T A N T 2. S O U R C E I. P O L L U T A N T 2. S O U R C E 

N O N E 

VI. POTENTIAL DISCHARGES NOT COVERED BY ANALYSIS 
Is any pollutant listed in Item V-C a substance or a component of a substance which you currently use or manufacture as an intermediate or final product or 
byproduct? 

EPA Form 3510-2C (Rev. 2-85) P A G E 3 O F 4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 



CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

Vl l . BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY TESTING DATA 
Do you have any knowledge or reason to believe that any biological test for acute or chronic toxicity has been made on any of your discharges or on a 
receiving water in relation to your discharge within the last 3 years? 

(Xl YES (identify the test(s) and describe their purposes below) • NO (go to Section VIII) 

CHRONIC BIOMONITORING REQUIREMENTS- COMBINED OUTFALLS 001 and 002 
PAGE 1 PART III CURRENT NPDES REQUIREMENTS: 
CHRONIC BIOMONITORING REQUIREMENTS-OUTFALL 002 PAGE 3 PART III NPDES 
REQUIREMENTS: 

TESTS REQUIRED: 7-day Ceriodaphnia dubia survival and reproduction test 
(method 1002.0). 
7-day fathead minnow (Pimephales Promelas) larval 
survival and growth test (method 1000.0). 

ALL TEST REPORTS ARE.ENCLOSED: NO DATA AVAILABLE FOR COMBIBED OUTFALLS 
001 and 002 DUE TO INTERMITTENT DISCHARGE FROM OUTFALL 001. 
DATA ALSO INCLUDES BIOMONITORING STUDIES CONDUCTED JANUARY 15, 1992, 
A SPLIT GRAB SAMPLE TAKEN BY ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY INSPECTORS. 
OUR TEST RESULTS ARE ENCLOSED. 
TESTS REQUIRED: Acute toxicity of Molycorps, Inc. 002 effluent to 

Ceriodaphnia dubia Under Static Test Conditions 
Survival and Teratogenicity of EMBRYO-LARVAL FATHEAD 
MINNOWS (Pimephales Promelas) EXPOSED to Molycorps, Inc, 
Outfall 002 Effluent. 

^ 

-VIII.CONTRACT ANALYSIS INFORMATION 
Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

X] YES (list the name, address, and telephone number of, and po l lu tan t s 
analyzed by, each such laboratory or firm below) 

I I NO (go to Section IX) 

A. N A M E B. A D D R E S S 
C. TELEPHONE 
(area code & no.) 

. P O L L I J T A N T S A N A L Y Z E D 
Hist) 

ANALYTICAL TECHNOLGIES 
INC. 

2709 Pan American 
Freeway, NE 
Albuquerque,NM 87107 505-34A-3777 

CONTROLS FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL POLLUTION 

P.O.BOX 5351 

SANTA FE, NM 87502 

;505-982-9841 

SEE ENCLOSED 
ANALYTICAL 
DATA 

SEE ENCLOSED 

ANALYTICAL 

DATA 

IX. CERTIFICATION 

/ certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to 
assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry.of the person or persons who manage the system or 
those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, andcomplete. 
I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations. 

A. N A M E a O F F I C I A L T I T L E l l y p e Or p r i n l l 

C. S I G N A T U R E 

I < C^^--^-'oLfc^-'0>°'A 

P H O N E N O . (area code, t̂ - no . } 

^ ^ ) 97 7 - ^ ( T / ; 
D. D A T E S I G N E D 

/ A - / 0 - 9 2-
ppA Form 3510-2C (Rev. 2-85) P A G E 4 O F 4 



PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE IN THE UNSHADED AREAS ONLY. You may report some or all of 
this informat ion on separate sheets (use the same format) instead of completing these pages. 
SEE INSTRUCTIONS. 

EPA I .D. N U M B E R ( c o p y f r o m l l c n i I o f F o r m I ) 

NMD 002699094 
Form Ap/troved. 
OMB No. 20000059 
Approval expires J2-31-85 

V. I N T A K E A N D EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS (continued from page 3 o f Fonn 2-C) 

P A R T A • Y o u m u s t p rov ide the r e s u l t s o f at least one analysis f o r every p o l l u t a n t in th is tab le . C o m p l e t e one tab le fo r each o u t f a l l . See ins t ruc t i ons f o r a d d i t i o n a l deta i ls . 

I . P O L L U T A N T 

2 . E F F L U E N T 

a. M A X I M U M D A I L Y V A L U E 

(1) 
e O N C E N T H A T I O N 

(Z) MABS 

b. M A X I 
f l " availab \ y VALUE 

(•I 
C O M C E N T H A 1 1 0 N 

(2) MASS 

C L O N G T. 
(j/oi/ai/oblej'' 

C u T 

III 
C O N C E N T R A T I O N 

| z ) MASS 

d . N O . O F 
A N A L Y S E S 

3. U N I T S 
(specify if blank) 

a. C O N C E N 
T R A T I O N b. M A S S 

4. I N T A K E (optional) 

A V 

C O N C E N T R A T I O N 

a. LONG TERM 
ERAGE VALUE 

(2} MASS 

bl N O . O F 
A N A L Y S E S 

a. Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand 
(BOD) <2 MG/1 -kg-
b. Chemical 
Oxygen Demand 
(COD) 6.-30 JO..JL 4 . 0 3 6 . 2 _52_ 
c. Total Organic 
Carbon (TOC) 

2 . 6 4 . 0 
d. Total Suspended 
Solids (TSS) 

.3 .21 5 . . i JU8J_ 2 . 9 52 
a. Ammonia (aa N) 

< 0.0-3 J . 
f. Flow 

303 

V A L U E 

281 
g. Teitiperature 
(winter) 

V A L U E 

D a i l y 

°c 

h. Temperature 
(summer) 12 °C 

I. pH 
M I N I M U M 

7 . 2 6 

M A X I M U M M I N I M U M M A X I M U M 

7 . 4 4 .52. 
S T A N D A R D U N I T S 

PART B - Mark " X " In co lumn 2-a for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark " X " in co lumn 2-b for each pollutant you believe to be absent. If you mark co lumn 2a for any pollutant 
' wh i ch is l imhed either directly, or indirectly but expressly, in an effluent l imitations guideline, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. For other pol lutants for wh ich you mark 

co lumn 2a, you must provide quant i tat ive data or an explanation of their presence in your discharge. Complete one table for each out fa l l . See the instruct ions for addit ional detai ls and requirements. 

t . P O L L U T 
A N T A N D 
C A S N O . 

r i f available; 

2. M A R K ' X 3. E F F L U E N T 4 . U N I T S 5. I N T A K E (optional) 

L ievec 
P B H -
SENT 

a. Bromide . 
(24959-67-9) 

b. Chlorine, 
Total Residual 

b . BE 
L i C V E l 

A B 
SENT' 

a. M A X I M U M D A I L Y V A L U E 

n 
C O N C C N T R A T I O P 

X < 0 . 3 

X 

I2) MASS 

b. M A X I '^H'SvWaW Y V A L U E 

[TT 
C O N C E N T R A T I O N 

I2) MASS 

C L O N G T 

CONCEINTRATIO^ 

(T/ouoifable)'' 
Iz) MASS 

d . N O . O F 
A N A L 

YSES 

C O N C E N 
• R A T I O N 

MG/L 

b. M A S S 

a. LONG TERM 
AVERAGE VALUE 
FT 

C O N C e N T f J A T I O M 

jca_ 

12) MASS 

>. N O . O F 
A N A L 
Y S E S 

c. Color 
X <1 . 0 CPU 

d. Fecfll 
Col i form <1 . (COL /1 
a. Fluoride 
(16984-48-8) X 2 . 1 4 3.6 -Z.-a5_ 3 . 2 _5L2_ 
f. N l t r a t a -
N l t r l t e f o t N ; 

_MG/L k g 

0 . 0 9 
EPA Form 3 5 1 0 - 2 C (Rev. 2 -85 ) P A G E V-1 

MG/L 

00 MLS 

Jca. 
CONTINUE ON REVERSE 



ITEM V-B CONTINUED FROM FRONT 

1. P O L L U T 
A N T A N D 
C A S N O . 

(If available) 

g. Nitrogen, 
Total Organic 

\ (a tN) 

h. Oi l and 
Grease 

1. Phosphorus 
(at P), Total 
(7723-14-0) 

2. M A R K ' X ' 

a . B B -
L i a V E C 

PRE
SENT 

b . B E 
L I E V E D 

A B 
SENT 

J. Radioactivity 

(1) Alpha, 
Total 

(2) Beta, 
Total 

(3) Radium, 
Total 

(4) Radium 
226, Total 

k. Sulfate 
(aa SO4) 
(14808-79-8) 

1. Sulflde 
( iaS) 

m. Sulf i te 
(aa SO3) 
(14265-45-3) 

n. Surfactants 

0. A luminum, 
Total 
(7429-90-5) 
p. Barium, 
Total 

1 (7440-39-3) 

q. Boron, 
Total 
(7440-42-8) 

i r. Cobalt, 
Total 
(7440-48-4) 

i . I ron, Total 
(7439-89-6) 

[ t. Magnesium, 
Total 

1 (7439-95-4) 
u. Molybdenum, 
Total 
(7439-98-7) 
V. Manganese, 
Total 
(7439-96-5) 

w. T in , Total 
(7440-31-6) 

X. Ti tanium, 
Total 
(7440-32-6) 

X 

3. E F F L U E N T 

a. M A X I M U M D A I L Y V A L U E 

I I I 
C O N C E N T R A T I O N 

< 0 . 2 

<2 

0 . 0 7 

29±12 

18±7 

0 . 0 ± 1 . 5 

0 . 3 ± 0 . 4 

874 

<1 

. 5 

<n,n2 

< 0 . 0 5 

0 . 0 2 8 

< 0 . 1 0 

< . 0 1 0 

4 9 . 2 

< 0 . 0 3 

< 0 . 0 2 

(7) MASS 

0 . 1 1 

1 , 3 4 5 

. 0 4 3 

, 

76 

"• "^"" ' t i f 'SvS' ia 'g^^r " " " " " 
1.) 

C O N C E N T R A T I O N 

0 . 1 4 7 

2 . 0 1 

1 . 7 1 

(z ) MASS 

0 . 2 4 4 

3 . 3 

2 . 8 

C . L O N G T E R M A V P O - V A L U E 1 
( i f ava i lob lc ) 

I I I 
C O N C H NT IT AT ION 

. 0 8 9 

1 .91 

1 .57 

( 2 ) M A S S 

• 

. 1 3 7 

2 . 9 4 

2 . 4 2 

d . N O . O F 
A N A L 
YSES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

52 

1 

52 

52 

1 

1 

4. U N I T S 

a. C O N C E N 
T R A T I O N 

MG/L 

I I 

I I 

p e i / 

1). M A S S 

k g 

t l 

I I 

L 

p e i / L 

p e i / L 

p c i / L 

MG/L 

I I 

I t 

t i 

I I 

I f 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

" 

I I 

k g 

l i 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

i i 

i i 

t l 

i i 

i i 

11 

I I 

5. I N T A K E (optional) \ 

A&ES,Sf{?EVA"L"uE 1 
I I I 

C O N C E N T R A T I O N 
(?) M A r. s 

1. N O . O F 
A N A L 
YSES 

EPA Form 3 5 1 0 - 2 0 (Rev. 2 -85) P A G E - V - 2 CONTINUE ON PAGE V - 3 



CONTINUED FROM PAGE 3 OF FORM 2-C 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (copy from Item I of Form 1) 

NMD002699094 

O U T F A L L N U M B E R 

002 
Form Approved. 
OMB No. 2000-0059 
Approval expires 12-31 -85 

PART C - If you are a primary industry and this outfall contains process wastewater, refer to Table 2c-2 in the instructions to determine which of the GC/MS fractions you must test for. Mark "X" in column 
2-a for all such G(^/MS fractions that apply to your industry and for ALL toxic metals, cyanides, and total phenols. If you are not required to mark column 2-a (secondary industries, nonprocess 
wastewater outfalls, andnonrequired GC/MS fractions), mark "X" in column 2-b for each pollutant you know or have reason to believe is present. Mark "X" in column 2-c for each pollutant you 
believe is absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. If you mark column 2b for any pollutant, you must provide the results 
of at least one analysis for that pollutant if you know or have reason to believe it will be discharged in concentrations of 10 ppb or greater. If you mark column 2b for acrolein, acrylonitrile, 2,4 
dinitrophenol, or 2-methyl-4, 6 dinitrophenol, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for each of these pollutants which you know or have reason to believe that you discharge in 
concentrations of 100 ppb or greater. Otherwise, for pollutants for which you mark column 2b, you must either submit at least one analysis or briefly describe the reasons the pollutant is expected to 
be discharged. Note that there are 7 pages to this part; please review each carefully. Complete one table (all 7pages) for each outfall. See instructions for additional details and requirements. 

• 1 . P O L L U T A N T 

A N O C A S 
N U M B E R 

i ( i f ava i lab le) 

2. M A R K ' X ' 

a T t - S T 
ING 
R E -

a u i R . 
ED 

b. B C -
L I E V E D 

P H t i -
SENT 

C B E 

A D -
SENT 

3. E F F L U E N T 

a. M A X I M U M D A I L Y V A L U E 

l<) 
CONC ENTR ATION 

METALS, CYANIDE, AND TOTAL PHENOLS 

I M . A n t i m o n y , 
T o t a l ( 7 4 4 0 - 3 6 - 0 ) 

2 M . A rsen i c , T o t a l 
( 7 4 4 0 - 3 8 - 2 ) 

3 M . B e r y l l i u m , 
T o t a l , 7 4 4 0 - 4 1 - 7 ) 

4 M . C a d m i u m , 
T o t a l 17440-43-9) 

5 M . C h r o m i u m , 
T o t a l ( 7 4 4 0 - 4 7 - 3 ) 

6M. Copper, Tola) 
(7440-50-8) 

7M. Lead, Total 
(7439-92-1) 

B M . M e r c u r y , T o t a l 
( 7 4 3 9 - 9 7 - 6 ) 

9 M . N i c k e l . T o t a l 
( 7 4 4 0 - 0 2 - 0 ) 

1 0 M . S e l e n i u m , ' 
T o t a l ( 7 7 8 2 - 4 9 - 2 ) 

1 1 M . S i l ve r , T o t a l 
( 7 4 4 0 - 2 2 - 4 ) 

1 2 M . T h a l l i u m . 
T o t a l ( 7 4 4 0 - 2 8 - 0 ) • 

1 3 M . Z i n c , T o t a l • 
( 7 4 4 0 - 6 6 - 6 ) 

1 4 M . C y a n i d e , 
T o t a l (57 -12 -5 ) 

1 5 M . Phenols , 
T o t a l 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

< 0 . 0 5 

< 0 . 0 0 5 

< 0 . 0 0 0 5 

< 0 . 0 1 0 

< 0 . 0 1 0 

< 0 . 0 0 2 

< 0 . 0 2 0 

< 0 . 0 0 5 

0 . 0 0 1 6 

< 0 . 0 0 5 

< 0 . 0 2 

(z) MASS 

<1 

''• " '^ ' ""oV^J?^?/?/ ^'^^"^ 
I I I 

C O N C E N T R A T I O N 

< 0 . 0 1 

< . 0 0 0 2 

. 0 1 1 

< 0 . 0 0 1 

(2) MASS 

<1 

C L O N G T ^ ; . M |^^>^p^G. V A L U E 

10 
C O N C E N T R A T I O N 

< 0 . 0 1 

< . 0 0 0 2 

. 0 0 8 

< 0 . 0 0 1 

( l ) MASS 

<1 

d. N O . O F 
A N A L 
Y S E S 

1 

52 

52 

52 

52 

1 

4 . U N I T S 

a. C O N C E N 
T R A T I O N 

MG/L 

I I 

I I 

I I 

i l 

I I 

I I 

l i 

i i 

I I 

I I 

i i 

I I 

11 

I t 

b. M A S S 

k q 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

l i 

I I 

i i 

I I 

I I 

i t 

I I 

I I 

I I 

5 . I N T A K E ( o p t i o n a l ) 

a. L O N G T E R M 
A V E R A G E V A L U E 

(1) C O N C E N 
T R A T I O N (2) M A S S 

b. N O . O F 

Y S E S 

DIOXIN 
2,3,7,8-Tetra 
chlorodit>enzo-p. 
Dioxin (1764-01-6) 

D E S C R I B E R E S U L T S 

< 1 . 6 p g / 1 
EPA Form 3510-2C (Rev. 2-85) P A G E V - 3 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 



O N T I N U E D F R O M T H E F R O N T 

. P O L L U T A N T 
A N D C A S 
N U M B E R 

( i f ava i lab l r ) 

2. M A R X ' X ' 

a T E S T 
INC 
R l i -

QUIR-
eo 

b. B E -
L l t V E D 

P H t -
8SNT 

C B E -

A B -
SENT 

3 . E F F L U E N T 

a. M A X I M U M D A I L Y V A L U E 

l>) 
CONC UNTR ATION 

5C/MS FRACTION - VOLATILE COMPOUNDS | 

v . A c r o l e i n 
107-02-8) 

!V . A c r y l o n i t r i l e 
107-13-1) 

IV . Benzene 
71-43-2) 

»V. Bis (Ch lo ro -
n e t h y l ) E the r 
542-88-1 ) 

i V . B r o m o f o r m 
75-25-2) 

>V. C a r b o n 
r e t r a c h l o r i d e 
56-23-5) 

' V . C h l o r o b e n z e n e 
108-90-7) 

i V . C h l o r o d i -
i r o m o m e t h a n e 
124-48-1) 

) V . C h l o r o e t h a n e 
75-00-3) 

lOV. 2 -Ch lo ro -
i t h y l v l n y l E the r 
110-75-8) 

11V. C h l o r o f o r m 
67-66-3) 

12V. D i c h l o r o -
j r o m o m e t h a n e 
7 5 - 2 7 - 4 ) 

13V. D l c h l o r o -
i i f l u o r o m e t h a n e 
75-71-8) 

14V. 1 ,1 -D ich lo ro -
i thane (75 -34 -3 ) 

15V. 1 ,2 -O ich lo ro -
i thane (107 -06 -2 ) 

16V. 1 ,1 -D ich lo ro -
i t h y l e n e (75-35-4 ) 

17V. 1 ,2 -D ich lo ro -
i r o p a n e (78 -87 -5 ) 

18V. 1,3-Dichloro-
propytene (642-75-6) 

19V. E t h y l b e n z e n e 
,100-41-4) 

20V. M e t h y l 
3 romide (74-83-9 ) 

>1V. M e t h y l 
; h l o r i d e (74-87-3 ) 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

<20 

<10 

<1 

<50 

<5 

<1 

<1 

<1 

<1 

<10 

<1 

<1 

<5 

<1 

<1 

<1 

<1 

<1 

<1 

<10 

<10 

(2) MASS 

b. M A X . M J ^ M 3,_^g^^Y V A L U E | 

I I I 
CONC tf NTH AT ION 

| t ) MASS 

C L O N G T ^ ^ ^ M ^ > J g y . V A L U E , 

(•) 
C O N C E N T R A T I O N 

(2) MASS 

d. N O . O F 
A N A L 
Y S E S 

4 . U N I T S 

a. C O N C E N 
T R A T I O N 

n g / l 

i l 

l i 

i l 

i l 

i l 

I I 

i l 

l i 

I I 

I I 

11 

i l 

i i 

i i 

I I 

11 

i l 

l i 

l i 

i l 

b. M A S S 

S. I N T A K E ( o p t i o n a l ) \ 

a. L O N G T E R M 
A V E R A G E V A L U E 

(1) C O N C E N -
T R A T I Q N ( t ) MASS 

b. N O . O F 
A N A L 
Y S E S 

PA Form 3510-2C (Rev. 2-85) PAGE V-4 



CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-4 

I . P O L L U T A N T 
- A N D C A S 

N U M B E R 
(if available) 

2. M A R K ' X ' 

a T E S T 
INC 
n c -

QUIR-

b e e -
1.IEVEO 

PRt t -
BENT 

C B B -

A B -
BBNT 

fZPA I . n . M U M P E R (i<>i*y h i *n t Jh-in 1 i*J I t 

NMD 002699094 
3. E F F L U E N T 

a. M A X I M U M D A I L Y V A L U E 

l<) 
C O N C E N T R A T I O N 

U) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - V O L A T I L E COMPOUNDS (continued) 

22V. Methylene 
Chloride (76-09-2) 

23V. 1,1,2,2-Tatra-
chloroethana 
(79-34-5) 

24V. Tetrachloro
ethylene (127-18-4) 

25V. Toluene 
(108-88-3) 

26V. 1,2-Trans-
Dlchloroethylene 
(156-60-5) 

27V. 1,1,1-Trl
chloroethane 
(71-66-6) 
28 V. 1,1,2-Trl
chloroethane 
(79-00-5) 

29V. Trlchloro-
othylena (79-01-6) 

SOV. Trichloro
f luoromethane 
(76-69-4) 

31V. V iny l 
Chloride (75-01-4) 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

<5 

<1 

<1 

<1 

<1 

<1 

<1 

^ < 1 

< i n 

< i 
GC/MS FRACTION - ACID COMPOUNDS 

I A . 2 - C h l o r o p h e n o 
( 9 S - 5 7 - 8 ) 

2 A . 2 , 4 - O i c h l o r o -
p h a n o l ( 1 2 0 - 8 3 - 2 ) 

3 A . 2 , 4 - D i m e t h y l 
p h e n o l ( 1 0 5 - 6 7 - 9 ) 

4 A . 4 , 6 - D l n i t r o - O -
Creso l ( 5 3 4 - 5 2 - 1 ) 

5 A . 2 , 4 - D l n i t r o -
p h e n o l ( 5 1 - 2 8 - 5 ) 

6 A . 2 - N l t r o p h e n o l 
( 8 8 - 7 6 - 5 ) 

7 A . 4 - N l t r o p h e n o l 
( 1 0 0 - 0 2 - 7 ) 

8 A . P - C h i o r o - M -
Creso l ( 5 9 - 5 0 - 7 ) 

9 A . P e n t a c h l o r o 
p h e n o l ( 8 7 - 8 6 - 5 ) 

1 0 A . P h e n o l 
( 1 0 8 - 9 5 - 2 ) 

11 A . 2 , 4 , 6 - T r i 
c h l o r o p h e n o l 
( 8 8 - 0 6 - 2 ) 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

<10 

<10 

<10 

<10 

<50 

<10 

<50 

<10 

<50 

<10 

<10 

b . M A X . M ^ y M 3 , _ ^ g ^ Y V A L U E 

1.) 
C O N C K N T R A T I O N 

(2) MASS 

Mil i ) ;-! i." ; i .-1 i. . i i i . i i . in!" i'l 

302 

C . L O N C T^/^„M ^^>^p^^. V A L U E 

M 
C O N C E N T I , AT ION 

( 2 ) M A S S 

cl. N O . O F 
A N A L 
YSES 

' 

f n tn ; Apptitvt."! 
O M I I No. 2(1011 U05: l 
/ ippruva l expires 12-31-85 

4. U N I T S 

a. C O N C E N 
T R A T I O N 

u g / l 

l i 

l i 

i l 

I I 

l i 

i l 

i l 

" 

11 

u g / l 

i l 

i l 

I I 

I I 

I I 

i l 

I I 

i l 

l i 

I I 

b. M A S S 

-

- - • • • 

5. I N T A K E ( o p t i o n a l ) 

a. L O N G T E R M 
A V E R A G E V A L U E 

t l ) C O N C I I N -
T R A T I O N (z) MASS 

• 

. 

l l . N O . O I 
A N A L 
YSES 

EPA F < ^ 3R10-:?r (Rev^-R5) 



CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

[ l . P O L L U T A N T 
A N D C A S 
N U M B E R 
(if available) 

2 . M A R K X ' 

a T E S T tx B E -
INO ^ l E v e o 
RE- PRE-

QUIR- SENT 
ED 1 

C e e -
L I E V m A B 

SENT 

3. E F F L U E N T 
a . M A X I M U M D A I L Y V A L U E 

C O N C E N T R A T I O N (Z l MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS ] 

1B. Acenaphthene 
(83-32-9) 

28. Acenaphtylene 
(208-96-3) 

3B. Anthracene 
(120-12-7) 

4B. Benzidine 
(92-87-5) 

58. Benzo (a) 
Anthracene 
(56-55-3) 

6B. Benzo (a) 
Pyrene (50-32-8) 

1 7B. 3.4-Benzo-
fluoranthane 
(205-99-2) 

8B. Benzo (ghi) 
Perylene 
(191-24-2) 
98. Benzo (k) 
Fluoranthene 
(207-08-9) 
108. Bis (2-Chloro-
ethoxy) Methane 
(111-91-1) 
118. Bis f2-ChIoro-
ethy i ; Ether 

1 (111-44-4) 

\ \2B. Bis(2-Chloroiso-
\ propyl)H^\m{^02-60•^) 

138. Bis f2-Ethy/-
hexy i ; Phthalate 

1 (117-81-7) 
148. 4-Bromo
phenyl Phenyl 

1 Ether (101-55-3) 

15B. Buty l Benzyl 
Phthalate (85-68-7) 

16B. 2-CHIoro-
naphthalene 
(91-58-7) 
17B. 4-Chloro
phenyl Phenyl 
Ether (7005-72-3) 

188. Chrysane 
(218-01-9) 

198. Dibenzo (a,h} 
Anthracene 
(53-70-3) 

208. 1,2-Dlchloro-
benzene (95-50-1) 

218. 1,3-Olchloro-
benzene (541-73-1 

X 

X 

X 

X 

y 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Lx_ 

<10 

<10 

<10 

<100 

<10 

<10 

<10 

<10 

< i n 

' 1 0 

<10 

<10 

<10 

<10 

, <10 

<10 

<10 

' ' i n 

< i n 

<1 0 

nn .._ 

-

• 

b. MAX.MJ^M 3.y__ĝ ŷ VALUER 
I I I 

C O N C t l N T R A T I O N 
( 2 ) M A S S 

-

CLONG r^fJSJ^f^f^f- - ' ^ ^ " E 

(•) 1 
C O N C C N T M A T I O N 

i l ) MASS 

-

t l . N O . O F 
A N A L 
Y S E S 

1 

1 -

4. UNITS 1 

fl. C O N C E N 
T R A T I O N 

u a / 1 

b. M A S S 

5. I N T A K E (optional) 
a. L O N G T E R M 

A V E R A G E V A L U E 
| l ) C O N C K N 

TRAT ION (2) MASS 

b. N O . O I 

Y S E S 

EPA Form 3 5 1 0 - 2 C (Rev. 2-85) P A G E V-6 CONTINUE ON PAGE V 



CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 
1 . P O L L U T A N T 

A N D C A S 
N U M B E R 
(if auaitable) 

2. M A R K ' X ' 

a T E S T 
IMG 
R E 

OUIR
E D 

b B E 
L I E V E D 

PRE
SENT 

C B E -

A B 
SENT 

3. E F F L U E N T 

a. M A X I M U M D A I L Y V A L U E 

I I I 
C O N C L N T R A T I O N 

(2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (continued) 

43B. N-Nltro-
sodlphenylamlna 
(86-30-6) 

448. Phenanthrene 
(85-01-8) 

46B. Pyrene 
(129-00-0) 

468. 1 ,2 ,4-Tr l -
chlorobenzene 
(120-82-1) 

X 

X 

X 

y 

<10 

,._<l_o 

<10 

< i n 
GC/MS FRACTION - PESTICIDES 

IP. Aldr in 
(309-00-2) 

2P. a-BHC 
(319-84-6) 

3P. ^-BHC 
(319-85-7) 

4P. 7-BHC 
(58-89-9) 

5P. 6-BHC 
(319-86-8) 

6P. Cfilordane 
(57-74-9) 

7P. 4,4'-DDT 
(50-29-3) 

8P. 4,4'-DDE 
(72-55-9) 

9P. 4,4'-DDD 
(72-54-8) 

10P. Dieldrin 
(60-57-1) 

I I P . a-Endosulfan 
(115-29-7) 

12P. ^-Endosulfan 
(115-29-7) 

13P. Endosulfan 
Sulfate 
(1031-07-8) 

14P. Endrin 
(72-20-8) 

16P. Endrin 
Aldehyde 
(7421-93-4) 

16P. Heptachlor 
(76-44-8) 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

y 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

< 0 . 0 5 

< 0 . 0 5 

<0 05 

< 0 . 0 5 

<0 .0 ' ^ 

< 0 . 0 5 

< 0 . 1 

< 0 . 1 

< 0 . 1 

< 0 . 1 

< 0 . 0 5 

< 0 . 1 

< 0 . 1 

< 0 . 1 

< 0 . 1 

< 0 . 0 5 

• 

"• '^^''"^(if'Sv'aU/^i' ^'^'-"^ 
I I I 

CONCfcNTMATlON 

-

(2) MASS 

C.LONG T E R M 
( i f ava 

I I I 
c r .Nc rNrw A i i oN 

-

Ufef- ^""-"^ 
i , ) M A S S 

-

d. N o . o r 
A N A L -
VSES 

1_. 

1 — 

1 . 

4. U N I T S 

.-1. C O N C E N -
1 R A T I O N 

ug/_l 

i l 

I I 

i i 

i l 

l i 

i l 

i l 

I I 

i l 

i l 

l i 

i l 

11 

l i 

i l 

l i 

11 

l i 

i l 

U M A S S 

5. I N T A K E iopl i imal) 
a. L O N O 1 I : R M 

A V E R A G E V A L U E 
| , | C M C I N . 

: : : 

\ i \ MASS 

1). N O . O I 
A N A L 
YSES 

/ 

EPA Form 3510-2C (Rev. 2-85) P A G E V-8 CONTINUE ON PAGE V-D 



CONTINUED FROM PAGE V-6 

I . P O L L U T A N T 
A N D C A S 
N U M B E R 
(if available) 

2. M A R K X-

a T E S T 
INO 
R E 

QUIR
E D 

b lBC-
L I E V I I D 

PRE
SENT 

C B E -

A B -
SENT 

EPA I .D. N U M l l E I ? ( i :o l iy I r o m l l l l l l 1 o f /•'. 

NMD002699094 

11)1 / ) O L I I I- /M. _. r 1 U M I IL I? 

002 
3 . E F F L U E N T 

a. M A X I M U M D A I L Y V A L U E 

I I I 
C O N C L N T n A T I O N 

(2) MASS 

GC/MS FRACTION - BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (continued' 

22B. 1,4-Oichloro-
benzene (106-46-7 

238. 3,3'-Dichloro 
benzidine 
(91-94-1) 
24B. Diethyl 
Phthalate 
(84-66-2) 
25B. Dimethyl 
Phthalate 
(131-11-3) 
268. Dl-N-Butyl 
Phthalate 
(84-74-2) 

278. 2,4-DlnItro-
toluene (121-14-2) 

288. 2,6-Dlnltro-
toluene (606-20-2) 

298. Di-N-Octyl 
Phthalate 
(117-84-0) 

308 . 1,2-Dlphanyl-
hydrazlne (as Azo-
benzene) (122-66-7 

318. Fluoranthene 
(206-44-0) 

32B. Fluorene 
(86-73-7) 

338. Hexacnlorobenzene 
(118.74-K 

34B. Hexa
chlorobutadiene 
(87-68-3) 
35B. Hexachloro-
cyclopentediene 
(77-47-4) 

36B. HexBchloro-
ethane (67-72-1) 

378. Indeno 
(1,2,3-cd) Pyrene 
(193-39-5) 

38B. Isophorone 
(78-59-1) 

39B. Naphthalene 
(91-20-3) 

408 . Nitrobenzene 
(98-95-3) 

41B. N-Nitro-
sodlmethy lamina 
(62-75-9) 

42B. N-Nitrosodl-
N-Propylamlne 
(621-64-7) 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

y 

y 

X 

X 

<10 

<20 

<10 

<10 

<10 

<10 

<10 

< i n 

<10 

<10 

<10 

<10 

< i n 

<10 

<10 

<10 

<10 

/ • i n 

' i n 

<10 

<10 

b. M A X I M U M 30 D A Y V A L U E 
( i f available) 

I I I 
C O N C t N T R A T I O N 

(2 I MASS 

C L O N G T^^^^M ^ ^ , ^ J , ^ . V A L U E 

' • ' . 

- -

i , ) M A S S 

1. N O . O F 
A N A L 
YSES 

J 

1 

J__ 

roni i A/]i:iovfjil 
OMB No. 2U00 UO'JS 
Approval expires 12-31-85 

4. U N I T S 1 

a. C O N C E N -
1 R A T I O N 

u q / l 

i i 

l i 

I I 

I I 

i l 

11 

I I 

I I 

i i 

i i 

i l 

i i 

l i 

I I 

I I 

i i 

I I 

i i 

I I 

b. M A S S 

S. I N T A K E (optional) 
n. L O N G T E R M 

A V E R A G E V A L U E 
(1) C O N C K N -

TMA n O N 
(2) MABS 

). N O . O I 

YSES 

EPA Form 3510-2C (Rev. 2-85) PAGE V-7 'X'NTirjun o''i ti'̂ '.T 



C O N T I N U E D F R O M PAGE V-8 

I . P O L L U T A N T 
A N D C A S 
N U M B E I R 
(I f available) 

2. MARK X-

arEBT 
ING 
R E -

O U I R -
E D 

tXBB-
L I C V B O 

P R K -
» « N T 

C « 
A B -

BBHT 

KPTTi.D. NUMULH icopy f rom Item 1 Ol t o r m i ) 

MMT^nnocQQfiQyi 

O U T F A L L NUMBER 

3. E F F L U E N T 

a. M A X I M U M DAILY VALUE 

(<) 
C O H C ENTR ATIOH 

QC/MS F R A C T I O N - PESTICIDES (continued) 

17P. Heptachlor 
Epoxide 
(1024-S7-3) 

18P. PCB-1242 
(63469-21-9) 

19P, PCB-1264 
(11097-69-1) 

20P. PCB-1221 
(11104-28-2) 

21P. PCB-1232 
(11141-16-6) 

22P. PCB-1248 
(12672-29-8) 

23P. PCB-1260 
(11098-82-6) 

24P. PCB-1016 
(12674-11-2) 

26P. Toxaphene 
(8001-36-2) 

e n * Cm.— 4 C 4 n 9 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
n IDa. . A.Q4 \ 

<0 .05 

<0 .5 

<0 .5 

<0.5 

<0 .5 

<0.5 

<0 .5 

<0 .5 

<1 .0 

( l ) MASS 

"• ^'^'^'^y^ua'A,?/?/ ^^--"^ 
l<) 

C O H C E N T R A T I O N 
| l | MASS 

C.LONG TERM 
(If ava 

(<) 
C O N C E N T R A T I O N 

P A G E V - 9 

(JlJ^g^. V A L U E 

( z ) MASS 

-

a NO.OF 
A N A L 
YSES 

ruirn npprovea. 
OMB No. 2000-0059 
Approval expires 12-31-85 

4 . U N I T S ' 

a. CONCEN
TRATION 

u g / l 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I f 

11 

I I 

11 

M 

b. MASS 

5 . I N T A K E f . jpf ionol ; 
a. LONG TERM 

AVERAGE V A L U E 
( l | C O N C E N 

T R A T I O N 
|< ) MABS 

b. NO.I 

ysE•^ 

EPA Form 3510-2C (Rev. 2-8B) 



PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE IN THE UNSHADED AREAS ONLY . You may report some or all of 
this informat ion on separate sheets (use the same format) instead o l completing these pages. 
SEE INSTRUCTIONS. • 

EPA I.D. NUMBER (Copy from f(cm 1 of Form I ) 

NMD 002699094 

Form Approved. 
OMB No 2040 0086 
Approval expires 7-31-88 

V. INTAKE A N D EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS (continued f rom page 3 o f Form 2-C) 

PART A • You must provide the results of at least one analysis for every pollutant in this table. Complete one table for each outfal l . See instructions for additional details 

1. P O L L U T A N T 

a. Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand 
(BOD) 
b. Chemical 
Oxygen Demand 
fCODJ 

c. Total Organic 
Carbon (TOC) 

2. E F F L U E N T 

a. M A X I M U M D A I L Y V A L U E 
(•I 

r O N C . N T R A T I O N 
\ t \ M A S S 

C T M A X I M U M > "m \LW y V A L U E 

I I I 

12 .8 

( t ) M A B B 

214 

c L S N C TERM 
(tfava ffilRf 

C O N C a w T R A T l O W 

10.4 

V A L U E 

( l | M A « f t 

J J -

d. NO. OF 
ANALYSES 

3. U N I T S 
(specify I f blank) 

a. CONCEN
TRATION 

MG/T. 

b MASS 

± 3 -

4. I N T A K E (optional) 
a. LONG TERM 

A V E H A C E V A l I I F 

I I I 
C ONC • MTR A TION f z ) MASS 

Ix NO. O 
A N A L Y S 

d. Total Suspended 
Solids (TSS) 5.0 82 J ^ ^ MG/G k g 

a. Ammon is (as N) 

1. F low 

4.29, ,688 JA . MGD 
g. Temperature 
(win ter) 

h. Temperature 
(summer) 

M IN IMUM 
I. pH 

7.5 

M A X I M U M MIN IMUM 

7 .6 

M A X I M U M 
S T A N D A R D U N I T S 

PART B - Mark "X " in column 2-8 f<. uBch pollutant you know of hav* roaaon totwiisva I t proaont. Mark "X" in column 2-l> for oach pollutant you betiovo to be abaent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutai 
which is limited aither dii actly, or indirectly but expressly, in an effluent limitationaguldeline. you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. For other pollutants for which you mai 
column 2a. you must provide quantitative data or an explanation of their presence in your discharge. Complete one table for each outfall. See the instructions for additional details and requirement: 

1 . P O L L U T 
A N T A N O 
C A S N O . 

(If auatlable) 

2. MARK -X 9. E F F L U E N T 
b. M A X 'mvattam VALultl 

4 . U N I T S 5. I N T A K E (optional) 
a. L 6 N d VkRM 

AVERAGE V A L U E ac-
L I K V E I 

P R E 
SENT 

a. Bromide 
(24969-679) 

b. Chlorine, 
Total Residual 

b . BE 
L I E V B I 

a. M A X I M U M OAI I .V V A k U K 

n 
c o n e B N T R A T I O N 

(a ) M A S S 

'*?tfo«^ftei y V A L U E 

TT 
C O n C a N T R A T I O M 

| l ) M A S * 

C.LONG Tj 

TT 
C O N C K N T R A T I O N 

( t | MABB 

<tNO. Ol 
ANAL
YSES 

a. CONCEN 
- • I A T I O N b. MASS FT 

CONC CNTR A T I O N 
( t ) MABB 

bl NO. c 
ANAL 
VSE! 

c. Color 

d . Facet 
Co l i fo rm 

a. Fluoride 
(1698448-8) 

2 .40 3R. 2 . 1 5 MG/L kg 
f. N l t r a t a -
N Itr Ite (at N) 

W K Form 3 5 1 0 - 2 < M R e v . 2 -85 ) P A Q f V I 



ITEM V-B CONTINUED FROM FRONT 

1 . P O L L U T 
A N T A N D 
C A S N O . 

( I f available) 

g. Nitrogen, 
Total Organic 
(oaN) 

h. O i l and 
Graaaa 

1. Photphorut 
(at P), Total 
(7723-14-0) 

2. M A R K ' X ' 

a. Bs-
l . i « « e t 

PRE
SENT 

b.B i : -
L I E V e O 

A B 
SENT 

I. Radioactivity | 

I D Alpha, 
T o u l 

(2) Bata, 
Total 

(3) Radium. 
Total 

(4) Radium 
226. Total 

k. Sulfate 
(at SO4) 
(14806-79-8) 

1. Su l f i d * 
(d tS) 

m, Sulf I t * 
fOf SO3) 
(14265-4S-3) 

n. Surfactants 

0. A lum inum, 
Total 
(7429-90-6) 
p. Barium, 
Total 
(7440-39-3) 
q . Boron, 
Total 
(744a42-8) 
r. 6ob.lt. 
Total 
(7440-48-4) 

a. I ron , Total 
(7439-896) 

t , Magnaatum, 
Total 
( 7 4 3 9 9 5 4 ) 

u. Molybdanum, 
Total 
(7439-98 7) 

Total 
(7439-96-6) 

»». T in . Tota l 
(744a31-6) 

X. T i tanium, 
Total 
( 7 4 4 0 3 2 6 ) 

3. E F F L U E N T 

8. M A X I M U M D A I L V VALUK { 

M 
C O N C B N T R A T I O N 

( t | M A S S 

' 

1, . MAXI» f }^MS| 

C O N C . I T R A T . N 

• l 

0 . 2 9 0 

0 . 7 7 

n ^ • ^ ( ^ 

IX&7 ^*'-"" 
I I I MAS* 

"̂  

13 

? 

'•'•*"* WaiW-W^*'-''^! 
(•1 

C O N C B N T R A T I O N 

0.19.5 

0 .63 

noR 

I2I MABB 

•• 

0 

2 

<1 

d . N O . O F 
A N A L 
Y S E S 

2 

2 

2 

4 . U N I T S 1 

a. CONCEN
TRATION 

' 

MG/L 

MG/L 

MG/L 

b. MASS 

kcr 

k g 

k a 

5. I N T A K E (optional) 

A f r i W A t a V / i r u E h . N O o r 
J.I 

C O N C K N T R A T I O N 
( l | MASS 

* 

Y 5 C S 

• a c i n "ir- i n . . . . -> P A G E - V - 2 r o M T i M i i r o w DAinc .M . 
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C O N T I N U E D FROM PAGE 3 OF FORM 2-C 

EPA I.O. NUMBER (copy from Item I o f Form 1) 

NMD 002699094 

O U T F A L L N U M B E R 

001 

form Approved 
OMB No 20400086 
Approval expires 7-31 -88 

PART C - II you are a primary industry and this outfall contains process wastevrater. refer to Table 2c-2 in the instructions to determine which of the GC/MS fractions you must last lor. Mark "X" in column 
2-a for all such GC/MS fractions that apply to your industry and for ALL toxic metals, cyanides, and total phenols. If you are not required to mark column 2-a (secondary industries, nonprocess 
wastewater outfatis, and nonrequired GC/MS treetions), mark "X" in column 2-b for each pollutant you know or have reoson to believe is present. Mark "X" in column 2 -c for each pollutant you 
believe is absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutanL you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. If you mark column 2b for any pollutant, you must provide the results 
of at least one analysis for that pollutant if you know or have reason to believe it wil l be discharged in concentrations of 10 ppb or greater. H you mark column 2b for acrolein, acrylonitrile, 2,4 
dinitrophenol, or 2-methyl-4, 6 dinitrophenol, you must provide the results of at leost one analysis for each of these pollutants which you know or have reason to believe that you discharge in 
concentrations of 1 (X) ppb or greater. Otherwise, for polltitants for which you mark column 2b, you must either submit al least one anahrsisor briefly descritw the reasons the pollutant is expected to 
be discharged. Note that there ere 7 pages to this part; pleese review each carefulhr. Complete one table (atl 7 pages) for each outfall. See Instructions for additional details and requirements. 

1 . P O L L U T A N T 
A N D C A S 
N U M B E R 

( i f available) 

2. M A R K ' X ' 

a TEST 
ING 
R E -

QUIR-

b L B I -
L I . V K O 

PRK-
B . N T 

C B B -

A B -
BBNT 

3. E F F L U E N T { 

a. M A X I M U M D A I L V V A L U E 

I.I 
C O N C K M T R A T I O f * 

M E T A L S . C Y A N I D E . ANO T O T A L PHENOLS 

I M . A n t i m o n y , 
Tota l (7440 36 0) 

2 M . Arsenic. Total 
(7440-38-2) 

3M. Bery l l ium. 
To ta l , 7440 41 7) 

4M. Cadmium, 
Tota l (7440 43 9) 

5 M , Chromium. 
Tota l (7440-47 3) 

6M. Camr, Total 
(7440-658) 

7M. Lead. Tetal 
(7439-92-1) 

8 M . Mercury. Total 
(7439-97-6) 

9 M . Nickel , Total 
(7440-020) 

10M. Salenium. 
Tota l (7782 49 2) 

11M. Silver. Total 
(7440-22-4) 

i 2 M . Thal l ium. 
Tota l (7440-28 0) 

13M. Zinc. Total 
(744066-6 ) 

14M. Cyanide. 
Tota l (57-12 5) 

16M. Phenols, 
Tota l 

I I I MAS* 

~ 

"•""^'"•^WSiJ 
I I I 

e O M C B M T R A T I O M 

< 0 . 0 1 

. 0 2 

. 0 8 0 

. 1 1 0 

0 . 2 4 0 

. 0 1 7 

< 0 . 0 0 1 

Hmr """-"^ 
I I I MA t» 

<1 

1 .3 

2 

<1 

<1 

C L O N O T ^ ^ M J ^ ^ g y . V A L U E 

(•) 
C O N C B N T R A T I O N 

< 0 . 0 1 

< 0 . 0 1 

. 0 6 5 

. 1 0 5 

< 0 . 2 

. 0 1 4 

< 0 . 0 0 1 

I I I MASS 

<1 

<1 

<1 

d N p . O F 
A N A L 
Y S E S 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

• 

2 

2 

4. U N I T S 1 

a. C O N C E N 
T R A T I O N 

MG/L 

MG/L 

MG/L 

MG/L 

PPB 

MG/G 

MG/L 

tak M A S S 

k g 

k g 

k g 

k g 

k g 

k g 

5. I N T A K E (optional) 
a. LONG TERM 1 

A V E R A 9 F V A L U E 1 
( . ) C O N C E N . 

T R A T I O N I t ) MABB 

b. N O 

VSE 

D I O X I N 
2,3.7,8 Tetra 
chlorodlbenzo-P 
Diox in (1764 01 6) , J 

D E S C R I B E R E S U L T S 

EPfi. Form 3510-20 (^ev. 2-85) f^e P ^ G E V - 3 f - O M '0NUE ON REVERip 



C O N T I N U E D F R O M T H E F R O N T 

t . P O L L U T A N T 
A N O C A S 
N U M B E R 

( i f a v a i t u l i t r l 

2. M A R K ' X ' 1 

a . l . l \ b. B B -
IN t . L l k W E O 
RU- 1 PRfc-

OI I IR- 1 SBNT 

C OA-

AO-
S S N f 

3. EFFLUENT | 

a. M A X I M U M D A I L Y V A L U E | 

C O N C W R A T I O N I 

QC/MS FRACTION - VOLATILE COMPOUNDS ] 

I V . A c r o l e i n 
( 1 0 7 0 2 8 ) 

2 V . A c r y l o n i t r i l e 
( 1 0 7 - 1 3 - 1 ) 

3 V . B e n z e n e 
( 7 1 - 4 3 - 2 ) 

4 V . B l s r C / i / o r o -
m e l h y l ) E t h a r 
( 5 4 2 - 8 8 - 1 ) 

5 V . B r o m o f o r m 
< 7 5 - 2 5 2 ) 

6 V . C a r b o n 
T e t r a c h l o r i d e 
( 5 6 - 2 3 5 ! 

7 V . C h l o r o b e n z e n e 
( 1 0 8 9 0 7 ) 

B V . C h l o ' O d i 
b r o m o m e t h a n e 
( 1 2 4 4 8 - 1 ) 

9 V . C h l o r o e t h a n e 
( 7 5 - 0 0 - 3 ) 

1 0 V . 2 - C h l o r o 
a t h y l v l n y l E t h a r 
( 1 1 0 - 7 5 - 8 ) 

1 1 V . C h l o r o f o r m 
( 6 7 - 6 6 3 ) 

1 2 V . D i c h l o r o 
b r o m o m e t h a n e 
( 7 5 - 2 7 - 4 ) 

1 3 V . D i c h l o r o 
d i f l u o r o m e t h a n e 
( 7 6 - 7 1 - 8 ) 

1 4 V . 1 . 1 - O l c h l o r o -
a t h a n e ( 7 5 - 3 4 - 3 ) 

1 5 V . 1 , 2 - D i c h l o r o -
e t h a n e ( 1 0 7 - 0 6 2 ) 

1 6 V . 1.1 D i c h l o r o 
e t h y l e n e ( 7 5 - 3 5 4) 

1 7 V . 1.2 D i c h l o r o 
p r o p a n e ( 7 8 - 8 7 - 5 ) 

tav . I.SDichloro-
propylene (542 75-6) 

1 9 V . E l h y l h e n z e n e 
( 1 0 0 4 1 . 4 ) 

2 0 V . M e t h y l 
B r o m i d e ( 7 4 8 3 9) 

2 1 V . M e t h y l 
C h l o r i d e ( 7 4 8 7 3) 

— 

: 

I t ) MABB 

-

b . M A X . » J ^ M , p ^ g ^ ; V V A L U E | 

| t | 
C O N C S N T R A T I O N 

( t l MABB 

= ' - * " • « ^ ( f / ' JB ' oAXPe f ' ' ^ ' - " ^ 
I ' l I t ) MABB 

.. 

d. N O . O F 
A N A L 
Y S E S 

4. UNITS 1 

a. C O N C E N 
T R A T I O N b. M A S S 

5 . I N T A K E r o p l i n i i a l ^ 

a. L O N G T E R M 1 
A Y E f t A C F V A L U E 1 

| l | C O N C S N -
TMATION 

. 

| < | MASS 

' 

t>. N< 

V ! 
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Page 2 of 3 
Attachment Section III to EPA Form 2C, Section II-B&C-2 
Molycorp NPDES Permit Renewal NM0022306, December 20, 1992 

and eliminate seepage induced failure of the structures. Some 
of this water also seeps through the natural embankments 
located in the impoundment area; and is collected along with 
the water from the dams internal drains and piped to Outfall 
002 and discharged to the Red River. This water is not 
treated. 

Except for precipitation in the form of either rain or snow 
falling directly on the impoundment area; the water reporting 
to Outfalls 001 and 002 is mill process water. Storm water 
runoff from the land surrounding the impoundment area is 
diverted around the area by two large diversion ditches. 

Management of the tailings impoundment area requires careful 
attention to many operating factors. The main purpose of the 
impoundment area is to store the tailings received from the 
milling process while maintaining stability of the dam struc
tures by keeping tails water ponds well behind the dams; and 
distributing the tails solids evenly around the area while 
maintaining the pond in close proximity to a decant control 
structure. Just as important, is holding or retention time of 
the tails water prior to its release to the IX plant for 
molybdenum reduction. Adequate settling time is required to 
maintain water clarity. Covering of exposed dry tails sand 
for dust control reasons is another important operating fac
tor. One of three methods is used. For short term dust con
trol one can pond water on the exposed tails sand; or spray a 
soil stabilizer on the sand. A long term method of dust 
control is to cap the sand with a layer of overburden and 
then seed the capping with a grass and clover mix. Sprayed or 
capped areas can and have been reused for tailings storage. 

Even when the mill operates. Outfall 001 flows only intermit
tently; and flow rates can vary depending on pond location, 
size, etc. Outfall 002 is perennial in nature and its flow 
rate is a function of the surface area of the water ponds in 
the tails impoundment area. This is reflected in the slowly 
decreasing flow rate of the outfall after mill and mine water 
were cut off to the tails area when the mill was shutdown 
again in December, 1991 and dewatering of the underground 
mine discontinued in January, 1992. The tails line system was 
shut down at that time so that the system could be rubber 
lined all the way to the tails disposal area; and then 3,000 
LF of the tails line system was removed in the Bear Canyon 
area to make room for the late 1992/1993 State Highway No. 38 
construction project. After the Bear Canyon phase of the 
project is completed in early 1993, the tails lines will be 
reinstalled. Although the mine and mill have been put on 
standby status, the tails line system might be used to handle 
storm water or possible underground mine water disposal. 



John C. White -2- February 9. 1977 

Table II: Discharge 001, Effluent Sample Plus Standard Solution, analysis 
Tby-Molycorp. 

•AHquot Standard Method Alternate Method 
J 3.76 3.65 
2 3.78 3.69 
3 3.73 3.63 
4 3.75 3.62 
5 3.82 3.66 
6 3.86 3.67 
7 3.73 3.66 

Avg ± 3;78 ± .05 3.65 ± .02 

Source of Standard Solution: 
0.3752 grams of Climax high purity M0O3 (99.5% M0O3) was used to prepare 250 ml 
of 1000 ppm Mo standard solution. A portion of the 001 discharge sample 
analyzed as shown in Table I was spiked with this solution to approximately 
double the Mo concentration. The amount added was approximately 1.9 ppm. 

Table III: Effluent Sample From Discharge 001, Representative of Normal 
Operating Conditions, analysis by New Mexico Bureau of Mines and Mineral 
Resources. 

Aliquot Standard Method Alternate Method 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Avg ± 2.0 ± .11 

Table IV: Effluent Sample From Discharge 002, Representative of Normal 
Operating Conditions, analysis by Molycorp. 

Aliquot Standard Method 
1 3.27 : 
2 3.23 
3 3.29 
4 3.26 
5 3.26 
6 3.23 
7 3.19 

Avg ± 3.25 ± .03 3.19 + .07 

1 
2 
2 
2, 
2, 
1, 
1, 

.9 

.0 

.1 

.1 

.0 

.8 

.9 

2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
1.9 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 ± 

. 

.04 

Alternate 
3, 
3, 
3, 
3, 
3. 
3, 
3, 

.26 

.16 

.11 

.15 

.18 

.18 

.32 

Method 



John C. VJhite - 3 - iTebruaTy 9, 1977 

Table V: Discharge 002, Eff luent Sample Plus Standard Solut ion, analysis 
by Molycorp. 

-Aliquot 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Standard Method Alternate Method 

Avg + 

6.39 
€.35 
€.42 
€.55 
€.48 
6.48 
6.42 

€.39 
€ .45 
€-42 
€ .44 
€ .40 
€.39 
6.42 

6.44 ± -07 €.42 ± .02 

Source of Standard Solution: 
0.3752 grams of Climax high purity M0O3 (99.95% M0O3) was used to prepare 
250 ml of 1000 ppm Mo standard solution. A portion of the 002 discharge sample 
analyzed as shov/n in Table IV was spiked with this solution to approximately 
double the Mo concentration. The amount added was approximately 3.3 ppm. 

The standard deviations, precision data, indicate greater precision for the 
alternate method in four of the five tables above. 

With respect to accuracy data for the alternate method, a sample fro- discharge 00 
was spiked with 2 ppm Mo, the mean recovery for seven aliquots was -r9:=. 

For a sample from discharge 002 spiked with 4 ppm Mo, the mei 1 recovery for 
seven aliquots was 99%. 

Although additional statistical analyses of the above data could be performed, 
we feel that the above analyses demonstrate the precision and accuracy of the 
proposed alternative test procedure. This data should complete the requirements 
for the application for an alternative test procedure. 

ilespectfully-j submitted 

C. R. Sacrison 
General Manager 

fa 
End. 

Bcc: R. G. Dewey 
Carter Trimble 
Howard Twitty 



COLORIMETRIC DETERMINATION OF MOLiYDDENUM 
• UDlyco rp , I n c . 

"Reagents: 
* : 1. Sulphuric acid solution: 2 parts H2O - 1 part H2SO4. 

•2B Ferric chloride solution: Dissolve 35 grams of ferric airanonium sulfate : 
6 lb. -bottle of concentrated hydrochloric acic 

3. Butyl carbitol: Piethylcne glycol mono-butyl ether (Dowanol DI 
4. Thlacyanate solution: 10% KCNS in K^O. 
5B Stannous chloride solution: 112 grains SnCl2.2 H2O 

100 ml concentrated HCl 
Heat above mixture until all stannous 
chloride is dissolved and solution is 
clear. Dilute to 1 liter with H2O. 

Procedure for Water Samples: 

1. Bring total molybdenun into solution with HNO3 as described in Section 4.1.3 
EPA manual entitled. Methods for Chemical Analys is o f Water and Wastes^ 191U. 

2 . Transfer an appropriate aliquot of the solution to a 100 ml volumetric flask. 
Select the aliquot size that it contains from 0.05 to 1.0 mg Mo. Prior concentrati 
of sample may be required to bring sample into this concentration range. 

3i Add In succession the following reagents: 

A. Sulphuric acid solution to bring aliquot to approximately pH 7. 
B. 10 ml ferric chloride solution. 
C. 20 ml butyl carbitol - mix well. 
D. 10 ml KCNS solution - mill well for h a minute. 
£. 7 ml SnCl2 solution - mix uell. 

Dilute to the mark with H2O. Mix well and allow to stand for 30 minutes. 
Read O.D. or Z T at A63 mu. Use a reagent blank. 

4. Prepare a calibration curve by transferring 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, and 1.0 mj; of 
Ko into 100 ml volumetric flasks and proceed as in step (3) for color develop.-ncnc. 
Also prepare a blank in the same manner. 

5B Determine sample Mo cc^tcnt using the standard curve. 



/ 

-Mulya>rp. Inc. • Qui:sta, Nu-w Muxico 87556 - (505) 586-0212 

3>eceaber 6 , 1976 

U r . John C. Whi te . 
H e g l o n a l A d m i n i s t r a t o r • ' -~ ' 
U . S . EPA 
1201 Elm Street - . 
Pallas, Texas 75270 

BE: Application for alternative test procedure (40 CRF 136.4 as revised 
July 1, 1975) 

Sear Hr. IJhite: 

Molycorp, Inc. Questa, New Mexico 87556, hereby requests approval of an alternativ 
test procedure for molybdeninn for the reporting on discharges 001, 002, and 003 
of NPDES permit NM 0022305, issued by the United States EPA. 

Justification for said request has three components: 

First, for over ten years, analytical analysis of molybdenum has provided the 
means for meeting economic criteria established for mining and milling activities 
by Molycorp at Questa. After extensive testing and comparison of methods, the 
proposed procedure was developed to maxinize accuracy and- reproducibility and 
to minimize interferences. Other procedures, including the recozTiended EPA 
method utilizing atomic absorption with nitrous oxide — acetylene, were hot found 
to be as analytically satisfactory as the proposed procedure. In sumaary, since 
the economics of mining and milling at this site are dependent on accurate 
isnalytical molybdenum analysis, selection of the best test procedure for molybdenu 

of utaost imoortance. 

Second, the proposed procedure (with slight modifications) was one of the procedur 
recommended by the Molybdenun Project. (See enclosure Exhibit 1, by Robert Meglen 
and Michael Glaze, April, 1973.) Since che objective of che Wolybdenum Project's 
xescarch was to develop information on the biology-of molybdenum, analytical 
Accuracy vould be a prerequisite for studying this topic. Thus the recomfhendation 
of the proposed procedure by the Molybdenun Project supports the analytical merit 
of said procedure. * 

Third, splits made vrLth the EPA in October, 1976 show excellent agreement between 
results obtained in our lab using the proposed procedure, and the results obtained 
In the EPA Surveillance and Analysis in Ada, Oklahoma using the approved EPA 
method. Hershall Roberts, the EPA Chemist in Ada, was impressed with the 
-analytical agreement and suggested that approval of the herein requested alterna
tive procedure should not pose a problem. 



" ̂ « John C. White — 2 - December 6, 1976 

Below is a description of tbe proposed test procedure: 

«)IJORIMETRIC DETERMINATION OF MOLYBDENUM 
Holycorp, Inc. 

Seagents: 
•1. Sulphuric acid solution: 2 parts HjO - 1 part H2S0^. 
'2. Ferric chloride solution: Dissolve 35 grams of ferric ammonium sulfate 

6 lb. bottle of concentrated hydrochloric ac 
3. Butyl carbitol: Diethylene glvcol mono-butyl ether (Dowanol 
4. Thiacyanite solution: 102 KCNS in K2O. 
5. Stannous chloride solution: 112'grams SnCl2*2 H2O 

100 ml concentrated HCl 
Heat above mixture until all stannous 
chloride is dissolved and solution is 
clear. Dilute to 1 liter with H2O. 

Procedure for Water Samples: 

1. Bring total molybdenun into solution with HNO3 as described in Section 4.1.3 
EPA manual entitled. Methods fo r Chemical Analysis o f Water and Wastes, 1974. 

2. Transfer an appropriate aliquot of the solution to a 100 ml volumetric flask. 
Select the aliquot size chat it contains from 0.05 to 1.0 mg Mo. Prior concentra: 
of sample may be required to bring sample into this concentration range. 

' 3. Add in succession the following reagents: 

A. Sulphuric acid solution to bring aliquot to approximately pH 7. 
B. 10 ml ferric chloride solution. 
C 20 ml butyl carbitol - mix well. 
D. 10 ml KCNS solution ~ mill well for h a minute. 
Z. 7 ml SnCl2 solution - mix well. 

.Dilute to the mark with H2O. Mix well and allow to stand for 30 minutes. 
Read O.D. or Z T at 465 mu. Use a reagent blank; ' 

4. Prepare a calibration curve by transferring 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, and 1.0 mg of 
Mo into 100 ml volumetric flasks and proceed as in step (3) for color development 
Also prepare a blank in the same manner. 

5. Determine sample Mo content using the standard curve. 

Belov are references to published studies which discuss the applicability of the 
alternate test procedure to water analysis, and which discuss problems with the 
atomic absorption method. 

Exhibit 1: This exhibit describes test procedures for Mo used by the Molybdenum 
Project. Discussion of problems with the atomic absorption method (EPA approved) 
on pp. 7-9 is of importance. The colorimetric method, essentially the same as 
the proposed test procedure, is presented bcRinninj; on p. 9. In introducing 
the method, the following statement is made: "Water samples can be routinely 
mT,n^ttmrs,\ j.flrh nror-te;<nn M m l t s of -nboiJt + 5X/p/l." 



. ! . 

I 
-»Ir. John C. White — 3 - December 6, 1976 

•txhiblt 2; This exhibit discusses interferences which arise when utilizing the 
Atomic absorption method. It should be noted .that colorimetric analysis (the 
proposed test procedure) is utilized to evaluate the effectiveness of removing 
Interferences for the atomic absorption method, "^riocher words, the proposed 
test procedure is used a.s an accurate method to evaluate the accuracy of the 
atomic absorption method. 

The folloving references are to published studies vhich utilize the proposed 
test procedure for research purposes: 

Brian G. Katz and Donald D. Runnells, "Experimental Study of Sorption of 
Molybdenum by Desert, Agricultural and Alpine Soils", in T r a c e S u b s t a n c e s i n 
Env i ronmen ta l Hea l t h V I I I , 1974- A Symposium, D. D. Hemphill, Ed., University 
of Missouri, Columbia. 

Donald D. Runnells, Willard R. Chappell, and Robert Meglan, The Molybdenum P r o j e c t 
Geochemical A s p e c t s , Geological Society of America, Special Paper 155, 1975. 

Franklin W. Brlese and Roger M. Jorden, A n a l y s i s o f T r a c e Ba l ance f o r Aqueous 
S y s t e m s " , presented at First Annual NSF Trace Contaminants Conference, Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee, August 8-10, 1973. -..••̂., 

Brian G. Katz and Donald D. Runnells, "The Ability of Selected Soils to Remove 
Molybdenum from Industrial Wastewaters", in Transport and the B io log ica l E f f ec t s 
o f Molybdenum in the Environment, A progress Report to NSF. 

W, James Clawson, "A Review of Molybdenum Problems in Livestock in California." 
A contribution to the Transport ar.d the Bio log ica l Ef fec t s o f Molybdenum in the 
Environment, A Progress Report to n a t i o n a l Science Foundation for the period 
January 1, 1974. Published by che Molybdenum Project, University of Colorado, 
Boulder Colorado 80302. Editor W. R. Chappell. 

Transpor t and the Biological Effects o f Molybdenum in the Environment, A Progress 
Sepo r t t o National Science Foimdation, January 1, 1974. 

.Molycorp, Inc. herein requests approval of an alternative test procedure (40 CFR 1 

Respectfully submitted, 

C. 'll. Sacrison 
General Manager 

fa 
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Attachment Section III to EPA Form 2C, Section II-B&C-2 
Molycorp NPDES Permit Renewal NM0022306, December 20, 1992 

Contributions To Outfalls 001 & 002 

During a normal mill operating schedule more than 90% of the 
total water diversion from the two mill yard wells, two 
Columbine wells. Red River, springs, and underground mine 
is or can be used in the beneficiation plant to process the 
ore. This same water is then used to hydraulically transport 
the processed ore (tailings) in a slurry consisting of 40% by 
weight solids through a 50,000 LF tails line system to the 
tails disposal area. A small quantity of the total water 
diversion is used for domestic purposes and is treated in 
either a septic tank/ leach field system or waste water 
treatment plant permitted under New Mexico groundwater 
discharge plan DP-132. 

The tailings is discharged behind any of three main dam 
structures designed to hydraulically contain the tailings. 
After the finely ground waste rock slurry is discharged into 
an impoundment area behind a dam, it settles out in the 
impoundment basin. The surface ponded water, after sufficient 
clarification time , is then directed via decant control 
structures out of the pond areas into a water decant ditch 
and into a pipeline feeding an ion exchange (IX) plant. The 
water is treated in the IX plant to reduce its molybdenum 
content to less than 0.5 ppm before its discharge from the 
final holding pond (Pope Lake) down stream of the IX plant 
through outfall 001 to the Red River. Pope Lake water 
quality is again checked before the treated water is released 
through Outfall 001. 

Although cyanide is not presently used as a mill reagent; if 
used, inadequate photo-decomposition of residual cyanide from 
the mill process can be experienced in the tails water in the 
cold winter months; and in order to meet effluent discharge 
limitations, further treatment of the tails water might be 
required. If required, hydrogen peroxide is added upstream 
of the IX plant to oxide any free cyanide. 

Outfall 002 handles seepage water that has been collected 
downstream of the dam structures. This seepage water comes 
from the saturated sand fraction of the settled tailings in 
the impoundment area. As this water drains from the deposited 
tailings, some of it is captured in the main dam structures 
internal drains that are used to control the phreatic surface 
in the structures (internal water level in the embankment) 
and 
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SECTION VI 
RESULTS OF CHRONIC BIOLOGICAL TOXICITY 

TESTING OF OUTFALL 002 



ENSR Coneulling 
and Engineering 

1716 Hcalh Parkway 
Fori Collins, Colorado 80524 
(303) 493-8878 
(303) 493-0213 (FAX) 

February 14,1992 

Mr. Fred Martinez 
Molycorp, Inc. 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

Dear Mr. Martinez: 

Enclosed are the reports for Molycorp's bionnonitoring studies conducted during January 
1992. The effluent did not cause any adverse effects to either Ceriodaphnia dubia or fathead 
minnows {Pimephales promelas). I tried to notify you of the results over the phone, however 
I could not get through your phone mail system. 

Please contact me if you have any questions or comments regarding the enclosed reports. 
We appreciate this opportunity to be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Kurt R. Drottar 
Aquatic Toxicology Laboratory Manager 

KRD 

Enclosures 

Ref: 8505-092-003 
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Study Title 
Sun/ival and Teratogenicity of Embryo-Larval Fathead Minnows {Pimephales promelas) 

Exposed to Molycorp, Inc. Effluent Under Static-Renewal Test Conditions 

Author 
Susan L Burnett 

Study Completed On 
January 22,1992 

Performing Laboratory 
ENSR Consulting and Engineering 

Fort Collins Environmental Toxicology Laboratory 
1716 Heath Parkway 

Fort Collins, CO 80524 

Laboratory Project ID 
8505-092-003-015 
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STATEMENT OF PROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE 

This study was conducted and complies with the USEPA (1989) general guidance on good 
laboratory practices related to effiuent toxicity testing. 

A^'^^^T^^'K -^Liizn^ 
Kurt R. Drottar Date 
Project Manager/Study Director 

STATEMENT OF QUAUTY ASSURANCE 

The test data were reviewed by the Quality Assurance Unit to assure that the study was 
performed in accordance with the protocol and standard operating procedures. This report is 
an accurate reflection of the raw data. 

Dan F. Keefe U Date 
Quality Assurance Unit 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

A static renewal toxicity test was conducted at ENSR Consulting and Engineering's Fort Collins 

Environmental Toxicology Laboratory (FCETL) to determine whether Molycorp, Inc. effluent will 

affect sun/ival and/or teratogenicity of embryo-larval fathead minnows (Pimephales promelas) 

under static-renewal test conditions. The criterion for effect was a significant reduction in survival 

as compared to experimental controls. Organisms considered to be mortalities were the 

combined number of dead embryos, and dead and deformed larvae. Test results are expressed 

as a no obsen/able effect concentration (NOEC). 

All study data are maintained in the FCETL archives, Data Records and Storage, 328 Link Lane 

#4, Fort Collins, Colorado. 
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2.0 MATERIALS AND METHODS 

2.1 Test Effluent 

The test effluent was delivered to the FCETL via Federal Express on January 15, 1992. The 

sample was received packed on ice and was designated FCETL sample #2998. Initial chemical 

characterization of the effluent Is presented in Table 2-1. 

2.2 Dilution Water 

Dilution water used in testing was reconstituted water prepared to match the characteristics of 

USEPA Region VI laboratory water (hardness -120 mg/L as CaCOg and alkalinity - 82 mg/L as 

CaCOg). Initial chemical characterization of the dilution water (FCETL RW #658) is presented 

in Table 2-1. 

2.3 Test Organisms 

Fathead minnow embryos were obtained from the FCETL in-house culture, and were <36 hours 

old at test initiation (FCETL batch #011592). Test organisms appeared to be in good physical 

condition. 

2.4 Test Methods 

The test was conducted according to FCETL Aquatic Toxicology Protocol No. 49.002 (Appendix 

A) based on USEPA method 1001.0 (USEPA 1989). Testing was conducted In 500-ml glass 

beakers containing a final volume of 200 ml of test solution. Ten fathead minnow embryos were 

randomly distributed to each test container and four replicates were tested per treatment. 

Fathead minnow embryos were exposed to 18, 25, 31, 50 and 100 percent effluent (v:v, 

effluentidilution water). A dilution water control was also conducted concurrently. Test solutions 

were renewed daily with freshly prepared dilutions of the initial effluent sample. The test was 



8505-092-003-015 

conducted at 25°C under fluorescent lighting with a photoperiod of 16-hours light and 8-hours 

dark. 

In addition to the effluent test, a reference toxicant (NaCl) test was also conducted with fathead 

minnows from the FCETL in-house fathead minnow culture during the month of January 1992 

to determine the sensitivity range of the test organisms. 

2.5 Data Analysis 

All Statistical analysis was conducted with an IBM personal computer utilizing Toxstat version 3.3 

software (Gulley et al. 1991). The arcsine square root transformation was applied to all survival 

data. Normality and homogeneity of variance assumptions for survival data were verified with 

the Shapiro-Wilk's test and Bartlett's test (p <.0.01), respectively. If the data met these 

assumptions, Dunnett's multiple comparison test was used to compare treatment group 

responses to control responses. If the data did not meet assumptions of normality and 

homogeneity, Steel's many-one rank test was used to make the comparisons. The NOEC was 

determined using the most sensitive concentration of survival (i.e. showing significance at the 

lowest effluent concentration, P <.0.05). 
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TABLE 2-1 

Initial Chemical Characterization of Effluent and Dilution Water 

Hardness(mg/L CaCOg) 

Alkalinity (mg/L CaCOg) 

pH (units) 

Total Residual Chlorine (mg/L) 

Total Ammonia (mg/L) 

Conductivity (/iS/cm) 

916 

147 

7.6 

<0.05 

<0.1 

1,824 

i|||||||pili|^ 

110 

72 

8.1 

<0.05 

<0.1 

381 
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3.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Embryo-lan/al fathead minnow mortality was ̂ 37.5 percent In all effluent treatment groups after 

7 days of exposure (Table 3-1). Control mortality was 17.5 percent during the test. Dunnett's 

multiple comparison test showed that sun/ival was not significantly reduced in any effluent 

treatment group in comparison to the control. Consequently, the NOEC was 100 percent 

effluent. 

Throughout the test all water quality parameters remained within acceptable levels (Appendix B). 

Dissolved oxygen concentrations remained >.4.4 mg/L (63 percent of saturation at 4,800 feet 

elevation above sea level). Test temperature was maintained at 25 ± r C and pH ranged from 

7.5 - 8.4. 

The 24-hour LCgo for the reference toxicant test was 3,927 mg/L Cl" as calculated by the binomial 

method. The FCETL's acceptable range for ̂ 7-day old fathead minnows is 3,718 to 7,595 mg/L 

cr. The test organisms were, therefore, within the FCETL's historic sensitivity range. 

10 
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TABLE 3-1 

Survival and Teratogenicity of Embryo-Larval Fathead Minnows 

{Pimephales promelas) Exposed to Molycorp, Inc. Effluent 

Treatment 

Control 

18% 

25% 

31% 

50% 

100% 

Survival (%) 

82.5 

75 

65 

62.5 

75 

82.5 

Teratogenicity (%) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

^̂^̂^̂^̂ ĵ|i T^ Affected (%) 

82.5 

75 

65 

62.5 

75 

77.5 

11 
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4.0 PROTOCOL DEVIATIONS 

To the best of the Study Director's knowledge, there were no protocol deviations during the 

conduct of this study. 

12 
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5.0 UTERATURE CITED 

Gulley, D.D., Boelter, A.M., and H.L Bergman. 1991. Toxstat Version 3.3 Fish Physiology and 
Toxicology Laboratory. Department of Zoology and Physiology. University of Wyoming. 
Laramie, Wyoming. 

USEPA. 1989. Short-Term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and 
Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms. Second Edition. EPA/600/4-89/001. 

13 
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APPENDIX A 

TEST PROTOCOL 

14 
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Effective: 1/92 
Page: 1 of 5 

Title: Fathead Minnow {Pimephales promelas) Embryo-Lan/al Survival and Teratogenicity Test 

Study Sponsor: Molycorp, Inc. 
Questa Division 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 
(505) 586-0212 
Project Officer: Fred Martinez 

Testing Facility: ENSR Consulting and Engineering 
Fort Collins Environmental Toxicology Laboratory 
1716 Heath Parkway 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80524 
(303) 493-8878, Ext. 372 
Project Manager/Study Director: Kurt R. Drottar 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Objective 

To determine if the effluent exhibits short-term chronic toxicity to the fathead minnow 
{Pimephales promelas) under static renewal test conditions. 

1.2 Test Effluent 

The test effluent will be collected by the sponsor. The sample will be collected in disposable 
cubitainers, placed on ice, and delivered to ENSR via overnight delivery. 

2.0 MATERIALS AND METHODS 

2.1 Basis 

This protocol is designed to comply with USEPA method 1001.0, Fathead Minnow Embryo-Lan/al 
Sun/ival and Teratogenicity Test (USEPA 1989). 

2.2 Test Organism 

1. Species - Pimephales promelas 
2. Age - Fathead minnow embryos will be <36 hours old. 
3. Source - Fathead minnow embryos will be obtained from ENSR's in-house culture 

or a commercial supplier. 
4. Feeding - Feeding will not be required. 

3.0 TEST SYSTEM 

3.1 Dilution Water 

Dilution water will be reconstituted water with a hardness of 120 mg/L as CaCOg and an alkalinity 
of 82 mg/L as CaCOj (±15 percent). 

3.2 Temperature 

Test temperature will be 25 ± r C . Testing will be conducted in an environmental chamber or 
a temperature controlled water bath. 



ENSR Project No.: 8505-092-003 
ENSR Consuiung and Englneeririg PrOtOCOl NO. : 4 9 . 0 0 2 

Effective: 1/92 
Page: 3 of 5 

3.3 Test Containers 

Test containers will be 500-ml beakers containing 200 ml of test solution. 

3.4 Photoperiod 

The photoperiod will be 16-hours light and 8-hours dark. 

3.5 Dissolved Oxygen Concentrations 

Dissolved oxygen concentrations will be maintained >A0 percent of saturation. If the dissolved 
oxygen concentration in any test chamber approaches this level, all test chambers will be 
aerated moderately. 

4.0 TEST DESIGN 

4.1 Test Concentrations 

The test concentrations will be 18, 25, 31, 50 and 100 percent effluent (V:V, effluent:dilution 
water). A dilution water control will also be conducted concurrently. 

4.2 Number of Test Organisms 

Ten fathead minnow embryos will be randomly assigned to each test chamber and four 
replicates will be tested per treatment. 

4.3 Test Initiation/Renewal Frequency 

Testing will be initiated within 36 hours of sample collection. Test chambers will be renewed on 
a daily basis with freshly prepared dilutions of the initial effluent sample. 

4.4 Chemical and Physical Monitoring 

At a minimum, the following measurements will be made: 
1. Dissolved oxygen, temperature and pH will be measured in each treatment at the 

beginning and end of each 24 hour exposure period. 
2. Conductivity will be measured in each treatment at the beginning of each 24 hour 

exposure period. 
3. Hardness, alkalinity, total ammonia, total residual chlorine, pH and conductivity 

will be measured in the effluent and the dilution water on the day of sample 
receipt. 
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4.5 Biological Monitoring 

Obsen/ations of mortality and deformation in each test chamber will be made dally. Deformed 
larvae are those with gross morphological abnormalities such as lack of appendages, lack of 
fusiform shape (non distinct mass), lack of mobility, a colored, beating heart In an opaque mass 
or other characteristics which preclude survival. 

4.6 Test Duration 

The test duration will be 7 days. 

4.7 Calculations 

The endpoint of this study will be based on total mortality, combined number of dead embryos, 
and dead and deformed larvae. This data will be transformed by arcsine squareroot. Normality 
and homogeneity assumptions of survival and growth data will be evaluated by the Shapiro-
Wilk's test and Bartlett's test, respectively (p <.0.01). If the data meet the assumptions, Dunnett's 
procedure will be used to make the comparison (p ^0.05). If the data do not meet the 
assumptions, Steel's many-one rank test will be used to make the comparison (p ̂ 0.05). The 
no observable effect concentration (NOEC), lowest obsen/able effect concentration (LOEC), and 
ChV (the geometric mean of the NOEC and LOEC) will then be calculated. 

4.8 Quality Criterion 

The test will not be considered valid if control mortality exceeds 20 percent. 

5.0 TEST REPORT 

The report will be a typed document describing the results of the test and will be signed by the 
Study Director and Quality Assurance Unit. The report will Include, but not be limited to the 
following: 

• A copy of all raw data. 
• Name of test. Study Director, and laboratory. 
• A description of the experimental design and the test chambers, the number of 

test organisms, replicates per treatment, and the lighting. 
• Test organism scientific name, age, and diet. 
• A detailed description of the effluent including its source, time of collection, 

composition, known physical and chemical properties, and any information that 
appears on the sample container or has been provided by the Sponsor. 

• The source and characterization of the dilution water, and a description of any 
pretreatment. 

• A description of any aeration performed on test solutions before or during the test. 
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• Percentage of test organisms that died or were deformed In all treatments. 
• The minimum dissolved oxygen concentration, range in test temperature and pH, 

and all visual obsen/ations of test solutions. 
• Any deviations from protocol. 

6.0 UTERATURE CITED 

USEPA. 1989. Short-Term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and 
Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms. Second Edition. EPA/600/4-89/001. 

7.0 PROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE 

All test procedures, documentation, records, and reports will comply with USEPA (1989) general 
guidance on good laboratory practices related to effluent toxicity testing. To this end, random 
audits of the test may be scheduled while the test Is in progress. The raw data will be checked 
and compared to protocol requirements and Standard Operating Procedures, and the final report 
will be audited for accuracy and signed, if satisfactory, by the Study Director and an individual 
from the Quality Assurance Unit. 

8.0 PROTOCOL AMENDMENTS AND DEVIATIONS 

All changes (i.e., amendments, deviations, and final report revisions) of the approved protocol 
plus the reasons for the changes must be documented in writing. The changes will be signed 
and dated by the Study Director and maintained with the protocol. All amendments must be 
authorized in advance by the Sponsor. 

9.0 SPONSOR AND STUDY DIRECTOR APPROVAL 

Sponsor Approval: L-- ^ t ' ^ ( Date: ^^^il9.Z 

Study Director: z - ^^^^^^ - ^^^ ' j Date: / / /^/7-X. 
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8505-092-003-015 Fathead Minnow Survival 

File: A:003.015 Transform: ARC SINECSQUARE ROOTCY}) 

r 
Shapiro Wilks test for normality 

0.594 

u = 0.978 

Critical U (P = 0.05) (n = 24) = 0.916 

'critical U (P = 0.01) (n = 24) = 0.884 

Data PASS normality test at P=0.01 level. Continue analysis. 

8505-092-003-015 Fathead Minnow Survival 

File: A:003.015 Transform: ARC SINECSQUARE ROOT(Y)) 

Bartletts test for homogeneity of variance 

Calculated B statistic = 3.63 
Table Chi-square value = 15.09 (alpha = 0.01} 
Table Chi-square value = 11.07 (alpha s 0.05) 

Average df used in calculation ss> df (avg n - 1) a 3,00 

Used for Chi-square table value " > df (#groups-1) = 5 

Jl/^P/^" 

Data PASS homogeneity test at 0.01. level. Continue analysis. 

NOTE: If groups have unequal replicate sizes the average replicate size is 

used to calculate the B statistic (see above). 
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8505-092-003-015 Fathead Minnow Survival 

File: A:003.015 Transfonn: ARC SINE(SQUARE ROOT(Y)) 

SUMMARY STATISTICS CN TRANSFORMED DATA TABLE 1 of 2 

GRP IDENTIFICATION MIN MAX MEAN 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 
6 

Control 

18 

25 

31 

50 
100 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
4 

0.785 

0.886 

0.685 

0.7B5 

0.886 

0.991 

1.412 

1.249 

1.249 

1.107 

1.107 

1.249 

1.174 

1.058 

0.953 

0.916 

1.052 

1.085 fil^n/^ 1— 

8505-092-003-015 Fathead Minnow Survival 
File: A:003.015 Transfoinn: ARC SINE(SaUARE ROOT(Y)) 

SUMMARY STATISTICS ON TRANSFORMED DATA TABLE 2 of 2 

GRP 

1 

2 
3 
4 

5 

6 

IDENTIFICATION 

Control 

18 

25 
31 

50 
100 

VARIANCE 

0.073 

0.024 

0.055 

0.018 

0.012 

0.015 

SD 

0.270 

0.156 

0.235 

0.136 

0.111 

0.122 

SEM 

0.135 

0.078 

0.117 

0.068 

0.055 

0.061 



8505-092-003-015 Fathead Minnow Survival 

File: A:003.015 Transform: ARC SINE(SQUARE ROOT(Y)) 

ANOVA TABLE 

SOURCE 

Between 

Within (Error) 

Total 

DF 

5 

18 

23 

SS 

0.173 

0.594 

0.768 

MS 

0.035 

0.033 

F 

1.050 

Critical F value = 2.77 (0.05,5,18) 
Since F < Critical F FAIL TO REJECT HoiAll groups equal 

8505-092-003-015 Fathead Minnow Survival 
File: A:003.015 Transform: ARC SINE(SQUARE ROOT(Y)} 

GROUF 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

DUNNETTS TEST - TABLE 

> IDENTIFICATION 

Control 

18 
25 
31 
50. 
100 

1 OF 2 

TRANSFORMED 

-
MEAN 

1.174 

1.058 

0.953 

0.916 
1.052 

1.085 

MEAN 

Ho:Control<Treatment 

CALCULATED IN 

ORIGINAL UNITS 

0.825 

0.750 
0.650 

0.625 
0.750 

0.775 

T STAT 

0.899 

1.721 

2.005 
0.949 

0.695 

SIG 

Dunnett table value = 2.41 (1 Tailed Value, P=0.05, df=18,5) 

8505-092-003-015 Fathead Minnow Survival 

File: A:003.015 Transform: ARC SINE(SQUARE ROOT(Y)) 

^ l -^ l f q ^ 

DUNNETTS TEST TABLE 2 OF 2 Ho:Control<Treatn)ent 

GROUP IDENTIFICATION 

NUM OF Minimun S ig D i f f % of DIFFERENCE 

REPS ( I N ORIG. UNITS) CONTROL FROH CONTROL 

Control 

18 
25 
31 
50 
100 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

0.272 

0.272 

0.272 

0.272 

0.272 

33.0 

33.0 

33.0 

33.0 

33.0 

0.075 

0.175 

0.200 

0.075 

0.050 
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Fort Collins Environmental Toxicology Laboratory 
1716 Heath Parkway 

Fort Collins, CO 80524 

Laboratory Project ID 
8505-092-003-016 



8505-092-003-016 

STATEMENT OF PROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE 

This study was conducted and complies with the USEPA (1985) general guidance on good 
laboratory practices related to effluent toxicity testing. 

/ki^CT^^^SSAT' -^//3/>^ 
Kurt R. Drottar Date 
Project Manager/Study Director 

STATEMENT OF QUAUTY ASSURANCE 

The test data were reviewed by the Quality Assurance Unit to assure that the study was 
performed In accordance with the protocol and standard operating procedures. This report is 
an accurate reflection of the raw data. 

n F. Keefe U. Date Dan 
Quality Assurance Unit 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

A static toxicity test was conducted at ENSR Consulting and Engineering's Fort Collin: 

Environmental Toxicology Laboratory (FCETL) to determine the acute toxicity of Molycorp, Inc 

effluent to Ceriodaphnia dubia. The criterion for effect was death. Test results are expressei 

as a median lethal concentration (LCgJ, the percent effluent estimated to produce 50 percen 

mortality at the specified time of exposure. 

All data related to this study are maintained in the FCETL archives, Data Records and Storage 

328 Unk Lane #4, Fort Collins, Colorado. 
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2.0 MATERIALS AND METHODS 

2.1 Test Effluent 

The test effluent was delivered to the FCETL via Federal Express on January 15, 1992. The 

sample was received packed on ice and was designated FCETL sample #2998. Initial chemical 

characterization of the effluent Is presented In Table 2-1. 

2.2 Dilution Water 

Dilution water used in testing was reconstituted water prepared to match the characteristics of 

USEPA Region VI laboratory water (hardness -120 mg/L as CaCOg and alkalinity - 82 mg/L as 

CaCOg). Initial chemical characterization of the dilution water (FCETL RW #658) is presented 

in Table 2-1. 

2.3 Test Organisms 

Ceriodaphnia dubia were obtained from the FCETL in-house culture. On the day prior to test 

initiation, gravid females were isolated In control water. Attest Initiation, <24 hour old neonates 

were collected for use in the test (FCETL batch #011492). 

2.4 Test Methods 

The test was conducted according to FCETL Protocol No. 44.031 (Appendix A) based on USEPA 

(1985) guidelines. Testing was conducted In 30-ml plastic beakers containing 15 ml of test 

solution. Ceriodaphnia dubia were exposed to 18, 25, 31, 50, and 100 percent effluent. A 

dilution water control was also conducted concurrently. At test initiation, five neonates were 

randomly distributed to each container and four replicates were tested per treatment 

concentration. Ceriodaphnia dubia were not fed during the test. The test was conducted at 

25° C under fluorescent lighting with a photoperiod of 16 hours light and 8 hours dark. 



8505-092-003-015 

conducted at 25''C under fluorescent lighting with a photoperiod of 16-hours light and 8-hours 

dark. 

In addition to the effluent test, a reference toxicant (NaCl) test was also conducted with fathead 

minnows from the FCETL In-house fathead minnow culture during the month of January 1992 

to determine the sensitivity range of the test organisms. 

2.5 Data Analysis 

All Statistical analysis was conducted with an IBM personal computer utilizing Toxstat version 3.3 

software (Gulley et al. 1991). The arcsine square root transformation was applied to all sun/ival 

data. Normality and homogeneity of variance assumptions for sun/ival data were verified with 

the Shapiro-Wilk's test and Bartlett's test (p ^0.01), respectively. If the data met these 

assumptions, Dunnett's multiple comparison test was used to compare treatment group 

responses to control responses. If the data did not meet assumptions of normality and 

homogeneity. Steel's many-one rank test was used to make the comparisons. The NOEC was 

determined using the most sensitive concentration of survival (I.e. showing significance at the 

lowest effluent concentration, P ^0.05). 

8 
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TABLE 2-1 

Initial Chemical Characterization of Effluent and Dilution Water 

Hardness (mg/L CaCOa) 

Alkalinity (mg/LCaCOg) 

pH (units) 

Total Residual Chlorine (mg/L) 

Total Ammonia (mg/L N) 

Conductivity (/iS/cm) 

|||M 
916 

147 

7.6 

<0.05 

<0.1 

1,824 

|||||i|li||i||ip^^^^^^^^ 

110 

72 

7.8 

<0.05 

<0.1 

381 
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3.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

No Ceriodaphnia dubia mortality was observed in any treatment group after 48 hours of exposure 

(Table 3-1). Consequently, the 48-hour LC50 was >100 percent effluent (Table 3-2). 

During the test all water quality parameters were within acceptable limits (Appendix B). 

Dissolved oxygen concentrations remained ^6.0 mg/L (86 percent of saturation at 4,800 feet 

elevation above sea level). Test temperature was maintained at 25 ± 1°C and pH ranged from 

7.6 - 8.6. 

The 24-hour LC50 for the January 1992 reference toxicant test was 1,626 mg/L Cl' as calculated 

by the binomial method. The FCETL's acceptable range for ^24 hour old Ceriodaphnia dubia 

is 1,174 - 2,016 mg/L Cl". The test organisms were, therefore, within the FCETL's historic 

sensitivity range. 

10 
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TABLE 3-1 

Mortality of Ceriodaphnia dubia Exposed to Molycorp, Inc. Effluent 

IIIII^H • 'W 

0% (Control) 

18% 

25% 

31% 

50% 

100% 

j;|s'Ciimuia|iy&^^^^^^^^^ 

•*^ i :^v ' f i2^houi 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

|ji|rteipg^̂ ^̂ ^ 

I i i i i i i i 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11 
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TABLE 3-2 

Median Lethal Concentration (LCso) Values for Ceriodaphnia dubia 

Exposed to Molycorp, Inc. Effluent 

liiJIIfiosuriB'-PisSJip^ 

l i i i is ; ; (hours) |g^^^ 

24 

48 

||||)|ircentei|iig(|n^ 

>100 

>100 

l||M%i;Cbhfii|en 

||'(pen;enteif^ 

NA 

NA 

i|t^i|g|MethocJ-•::•:• 

NA 

NA 

12 
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4.0 PROTOCOL DEVIATIONS 

To the best of Study Director's knowledge, there were no protocol deviations during the conduct 

of this study. 

13 
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Title: Acute Toxicity of Effluent to Ceriodaphnia dubia Under Static Test Conditions. 

Study Sponsor: Molycorp, Inc. 
Questa Division 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 
(505) 586-0212 
Project Offlcer: Fred Martinez 

Testing Facility: ENSR Consulting and Engineering 
Fort Collins Environmental Toxicology Laboratory 
1716 Heath Parkway 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80524 
(303) 493-8878, Ext. 372 
Project Manager/Study Director: Kurt R. Drottar 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Objective 

To determine the 48-hour median lethal concentration (LCgo) ofthe effluent to Ceriodaphnia dubia 
under static test conditions. 

1.2 Test Effluent 

The effluent sample will be collected by the sponsor. The sample will be collected In disposable 
cubitainers, placed on ice and delivered to ENSR via overnight delivery. 

2.0 MATERIALS AND METHODS 

2.1 Basis 

This protocol is designed to comply with USEPA (1985) test guidelines. 

2.2 Test Organism 

1. Species - Ceriodaphnia dubia 
2. Age - Ceriodaphnia dubia will be <24 hours old at test Initiation. 
3. Source - Ceriodaphnia dubia will be obtained from ENSR's in-house culture. 
4. Feeding - Ceriodaphnia dubia will not be fed during the test. 

3.0 TEST SYSTEM 

3.1 Dilution Water 

Dilution water will be reconstituted water with a hardness of 120 mg/L as CaCOg and an alkalinity 
of 82 mg/L as CaCOg (±.15 percent). 

3.2 Temperature 

Test temperature will be 25 ± r C . Testing will be conducted in an environmental chamber or 
a temperature controlled water bath. 

3.3 Test Containers 

Test containers will be 30-ml plastic beakers containing 15 ml of test solution. 
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3.4 Photoperiod 

The photoperiod will be 16-hours light and 8-hours dark. 

3.5 Dissolved Oxygen Concentrations 

Dissolved oxygen concentrations will be maintained 2.40 percent of saturation. If the dissolved 
oxygen concentration In the effluent and/or dilution water approaches this level, the effluent 
and/or dilution water will be aerated prior to test Initiation. 

4.0 TEST DESIGN 

4.1 Test Concentrations 

The test concentrations will be 18, 25, 31, 50 and 100 percent effluent. A dilution water control 
will also be conduc:ted concurrently. 

4.2 Number of Test Organisms 

Twenty Ceriodaphnia dubia will be exposed to each treatment. Five Ceriodaphnia dubia will be 
randomly assigned to each test chamber and four replicates will be tested per treatment. 

4.3 Test Initiation 

Testing will be initiated within 36 hours of sample collection. 

4.4 Chemical and Physical Monitoring 

At a minimum, the following measurements will be made: 
1. Dissolved oxygen, temperature and pH will be measured in each treatment daily. 
2. Conductivity will be measured in each treatment at test initiation. 
3. Hardness, alkalinity, total ammonia, total residual chlorine, pH and conductivity 

will be measured in the effluent and the dilution water on the day of sample 
receipt. 

4.5 Biological Monitoring 

Observations of mortality will be made daily. 

4.6 Test Duration 

The test duration will be 48 hours. 
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4.7 Calculations 

Test results will be used to calculate the time dependent LCgj, values. The 24 and 48 hour LC50 
values wiil be calculated where possible using a computer program (USEPA 1985). 

4.8 Quality Criterion 

The test will not be considered valid if control mortality exceeds 10 percent. 

5.0 TEST REPORT 

The report will be a typed document describing the results of the test and will be signed by the 
Study Director and Quality Assurance Unit. The report will include, but not be limited to the 
following: 

• A copy of all raw data. 
• Name of test, Study Director, and laboratory. 
• A description of the experimental design and the test chambers, the number of 

test organisms, replicates per treatment, and the lighting. 
• Test organism scientific name, age, and diet. 
• A detailed description of the effluent Including its source, time of collection, 

composition, known physical and chemical properties, and any information that 
appears on the sample container or has been provided by the Sponsor. 

• The source and characterization of the dilution water, and a description of any 
pretreatment. 

• A description of any aeration performed on test solutions before or during the test. 
• Percentage of test organisms that died in all treatments. 
• The minimum dissolved oxygen concentration, range in test temperature and pH, 

and all visual observations of test solutions. 
• Any deviations from protocol. 
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6.0 LITERATURE CITED 

USEPA. 1985. Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents to Freshwater and Marine 
Organisms. EPA/600/4-85/013. 

7.0 PROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE 

All test procedures, documentation, records, and reports will comply with USEPA (1989) general 
guidance on good laboratory practices related to effluent toxicity testing. To this end, random 
audits of the test may be scheduled while the test Is in progress. The raw data wiil be checked 
and compared to protocol requirements and Standard Operating Procedures, and the final report 
will be audited for accuracy and signed, if satisfactory, by the Study Director and an individual 
from the Quality Assurance Unit. 

8.0 PROTOCOL AMENDMENTS AND DEVIATIONS 

All changes (i.e., amendments, deviations, and final.report revisions) ofthe approved protocol 
plus the reasons for the changes must be documenteci in writing. The changes will be signed 
and dated by the Study Director and maintained with the protocol. All amendments must be 
authorized in advance by the Sponsor. 

9.0 SPONSOR AND STUDY DIRECTOR APPROVAL 

Sponsor Approval: US-r^'^i Date: / /VA^.-L 

Study Director: /.d^^^T^aM:^ ; Date:_2fz:Z^ 
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Toxicity Test Cover Sheet 

Test Substance: f.(^(^L u i^JJT Proiect No.: <?^Z'T- O ' l i ^ - fOOJ^ 

Sponsor: ' l d / \ j d d / Z j ^ Species: C^nl^x^r. jJinrix-. (^<^lo- ' ^ 
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Test Effluent Characterization: Hardness S,< n'cfrr- Alkalinitv 

: : r - . ' ) , -1 
.X. /Vc y i 

Conductivitv -.. i^c^rr TRC S> ;<;-Ar- NHa i , A/yrr 

Summary Sheet: None s y ^ Specify 

Special Procedures or Consideration: 
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-

(96 hrs) Comments 

^ / P / ^ ^ 



Acute Chemical Data 

Page: _2 
FCETL QA Form No. 
Effective: 1/90 

053 A-^-^yj - ty^n^ 

Sponsor: 
Test Substance: 
Project No.: 
Test Species: 

hhk y Oor p 
f r r ^ i i t ' ^ ^ r 

Begining Date: 
Time: 

I - i 5 ' ' ^ L 
i-^^o 

Gone. 

^ / 

0^ 

5\ 

Test 
Replicate 0 

n 

A 7 

B < 

c 

D 

A 7 
B C 

C 

D 

A 7 
B <• 

^ I 
D 1 
A 7 
B c 

C 

n 

Meter # ' 
Date: ^ 
Time: /a 
Initials: v 

Dissolved Oxygen (mg/l) 
1 2 3 

SW old 

7 M 
1 t.H 
1 -1 -
o 6.Z 
1̂  i z 

— 

— 

o(>.3 
' \L3 

^ 

— 

I loS\ 

- h 
— 

— 

1 

,- Vi^ 
fc> <2 'S 

o ^ 6 

new old 
• 

— 

Gi 
L( 
— 

— 

().0 

(o.o 
— 

-

t.o 
CO 

— 

— 

i>.( 
4 > . , 

1 
In 
(5'£) 

ia 

new old new 
4 
old 

0 
new 

t S 
C-

1 
/ 

l ' ^ 
c 

Zi)' 
e 

1 
1 

? ^ ^ ' 
<L 

/ 

/ 

H 

\h 
(iXJ 

11 .^ 

1 
Old 

:?5 
25 

— 

— 

as 
; is 

— 

-

3S 
;?5 
— 

— 

;?5' 
.;5 

— 

% 

l/l. 
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Projea No.: <Z<: 6'; - ^ ' } ? - 0 6^ 

Benining Hatp-. 1-1^-91. 
Time: ''^^f'-

Test Species: (''r'n'Oî o î̂ hmrA.. n-luh>:i^ 
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Formerly ERT 

ENSR Consulting 
D e c e m b e r 1 2 , 1 9 8 9 and Engineering 

1716 Heath Parkway 

Mr. Scott Vail For. Collins. CO 80524 
Molycorp, Inc. (303)493-8878 
Questa Division 
P.O. box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 

Dear Scott: 

Enclosed are the reports for Molycorp's biomonitoring studies 
conducted during November - December, 1989. The Ceriodaphnia 
dubia test failed due to unacceptable control performance in the 
receiving water. However, the laboratory water control organisms 
exceeded the acceptable criteria for control performance. 
Consequently, It is my best judgement that the receiving water 
is not of sufficient quality for testing. I would suggest that 
in the next round of tests we substitute a reconstituted water 
which has a hardness, alkalinity and pH similar to the receiving 
water. 

You will be pleased to find that the effluent showed no 
significant short-term chronic toxicity to fathead minnows 
(Pimephales promelas). 

Please contact me if you have any questions or comments 
concerning the enclosed reports. We appreciate this opportunity 
to be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Kurt R. Drottal 

Aquatic Toxicology Laboratory Manager 

KRD 

Enclosures 

Ref: 8505-088-003 
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 4 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

FATHEAD MINNOW LARVAE GROWTH- AND SURVIVAL TEST 
(Pimephales promelas) 

Pennittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPOES No.: NM0022306 

< S U ^ oct-^ 

DATA TABLE FOR FATHEAD MINNOW SURVIVAL 

Effluent 
Cone. (%) 

Percent Survival 
in replicate 
chambers 

MEAN PERCENT 
SURVIVAL 

Pw'^t.uW 

CS « 

"^fc 5% 

SCTc \ ^ 

305 

100% 

Low Flow 1% % 

1/2 Low Flow 
^ / % 

A 

ido 
-90 
loo 
io 
• 

/oo 

^lO 

Ho 

B 

fo 
f<? 

•IOO 

Ho 

wo 

'fo 

% 

c 
/OO 

IOO 

loo 
Qo 

10 

loo 

^v 

D 

^ 0 

^o 

^0 
^0 

- ^ 

ICO 

/Oi) 

b 

24h 

IOO 

f5-
IDO 

(oQ 
- — 

ioo 
WQ 

fr 

48h 

fr 
^3 
IDO 

n 
lOQ 

ff 
9S-

7-day 

9^ 
^ ^ 

n 
^0> 

_ ^ • " 

f3 
-75-

5-3 

av 
b.l 

M. 
r./ 
7 ^ 

/ / ; / 

(2'./ 

TT-t 

* coef f ic ient of var ia t ion ° standard deviat ion x 100/mean 

2. Dunnett's Procedure or Steel's Many-One Rank Test as appropriate: 

Is the mean survival at 7 days s i gn i f i can t l y d i f fe ren t (p«»0.05) than 
the control survival for the % ef f luent corresponding t o : 

^?i^4? 

a . LOW FLOW: 
b . 1/2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES 

l /^ NO 
T ^ N O 

cU-^i^l'in 

3. Enter percent e f f l u e n t corresponding t o each NOEL below and c i r c l e 
lowest number: 

a . NOEL su rv i va l 
b . NOEL growth = 

I 6 0 % effluent 
Jk:^ % ef f luent 

/i>iA .4'-'' 

4 . I f you answered NO to l . a . ar id_2.a. , en ter [ P ] ; otherwise enter [ F ] : / 

5. Enter response to i tem 4 on DMR Form, Parameter No, TEP6C. 

\ 

5. If you answered NO to l.b. and_2.b., enter [P]; otherwise enter [F]: J _ \ 
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 3 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

FATHEAD MINNOW LARVAE GROWTH AND SURVIVAL TEST 
(Pimephales promelas) 

Pennittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

Composite collected FROM: K-ZI/II-Z^AZ-/ am/pm i-.v^^/i.c-^J/-.-sc.^ date 
TO: ii-zr/ujic,/,z.\ am/pm r.Vii/n'.'SA/ lo.icyi date 

Test initiated: I H C C am/pm ii~7.'^-9r^ date 

Dilution water used: iVJ Receiving water T T Reconstituted water 

DATA TABLE FOR GROWTH OF FATHEAD MINNOWS 

Effluent 
Cone. (%) 

Average Dry Weight 
i'n milligrams in 
replicate chambers 

MEAN 
DRY 
WEIGHT 

f?U.' ZsC'Wi 

V.' /c J l 
"ire ; H 

So7o\Qi 

î l 
100% 

Low Flow /S' % 
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QMl 
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C o t 

OM"^ 

Q.66 
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0.7 / 
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c 
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0.^"} 

tt^ 
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C.6S 

D 

O.HC 

c-^i3 

6.6Z 
0.65-

- -

c.63 

0.6C' 

.-c^ 

mg 

0. ^^ 

O.Hi 

O.HZ 

0.63 

_ 

0.()6 
0.^57 

O.HH 

zn* 
/.f.7.5 

m.zi 

Z^iH^ 

l.Zh 

. 

6'5-0 

2 / . /2-

3 3 . IZ-

SiA 
^ ^ l f . l ^ 

/-^A'-^r-^j-y 

* coefficient of variation = standard deviation x lOO/mean 

1. Dunnett's Procedure: 

Is the mean dry weight (growth) at 7 days effluent significantly 
different (p=0.05) than the control's dry weight (growth) for the 
% effluent corresponding, to: 

a. LOWFLOW: YES / ^ NO f ^ ^^H^ i 
b. 1/2 LOW FLOW: Z Z H ̂^̂  !^ NO '-• ' 
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 1 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

CERIODAPHNIA DUBIA SURVIVAL AND REPRODUCTION TEST 

Permittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

Composite collected FROM: \i.2rr/i,,fJiz-\ am/pm 7.'is»A.-cv../i<:ic< date 
TO: n.zi/n-z'iliz-i am/pm ,:ia.//̂ ;,w>o.-n̂ 4 date 

Test initiated: /^CO am/pm //-2i>'-'y9 date 

Dilution water used: | ^ Receiving water j j Reconstituted water 
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 2 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

CERIODAPHNIA DUBIA SURVIVAL AND REPRODUCTION TEST 

P e n n i t t e e : Molycorp, I n c . 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

PERCENT SURVIVAL 

Percent e f f luent (%) 

Time of (luf^^ Co^.) C i t ) ( s o Z ) 
Reading 'OS "Kt -Sl IfiJ 3SS 

24h \00,t (OO^c ( 0 0 ^ (00/I 

100% 

% at % at 1/2 
low flow low flow 

OS-*) 
IC04 

48h ICCrc lOO/e I0<j/c (00/^ looZ IQO/c /co,-^ Vc 

7-day lco7c bO/l 'OcZ lOoZ HcZ looZ iccZ 

1. Fisher's Exact Test: 

Is the mean survival at 7 days significantly different (p=0.05) than 
the control survival for the % effluent corresponding to: 

a. LOW FLOW: 
b. 1/2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES 

NO 
NO 

2 , Dunnett 's Procedure or S t e e l ' s Many-One Rank Test as a p p r o p r i a t e : 

I s the mean number of young produced per female s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i f fe ren t 
(p«0.05) than the c o n t r o l ' s number of young per female for t he % eff luent 
corresponding t o : 

a . LOW FLOW: 
b . 1/2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES 

NO 
NO 

fV.-

3 . Enter percent e f f luen t corresponding to each NOEL below and c i r c l e 
lowest number: 

a . NOEL survival =» 
b . NOEL reproduct ion -

% effluent 
% effluent 

4, If you answered NO to l.a. and_ 2.a., enter [P]; otherwise enter [F]: 

5. Enter response to item 4 on DMR Form, Parameter No. TEP3B. 

5. If you answered NO to l.b. and 2.b.. enter [Pl: otherwise pnt.pr m * 
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 2 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

CERIODAPHNIA DUBIA SURVIVAL AND REPRODUCTION TEST 

Penn i t t ee : Molycorp, Inc 
NPDES No. : NMa0223Q6 

. d u t { ^ 00 z. 

PERCENT SURVIVAL 

Time of 
Reading 

24h 

48h 

7-day 

0% 

\oo 

l o o 

\oo 

i ^y . 

IOO 

loa 

IOO 

Percent 

IOO 

IOO 

\ o o 

eff luer 

JOT-

't (%) 

1 
1 

100% 

IOO 

IOO 

so 

C'3.«J5) ( 
% at 

low f low 
% 

\oo 

l o o 

% at 1/2 
low flow 

% 

voo 

lOcD 

\o<o 

1 . F isher ' s Exact Test: 

Is the mean surv iva l at 7 days s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i f f e r e n t (p=0.05) than 
the contro l surv ival f o r the % e f f l u e n t corresponding t o : 

a . LOM FLOW: 
b. 1/2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES 

y ^ NO 

2 . Dunnett 's Procedure or S tee l ' s Many-One Rank Test as appropr ia te : 

c r̂̂  

Is the mean number of young produced per female significantly different 
(p«0.05) than the control's number of young per female for the % effluent 
corresponding to: 

a. LOW FLOW: ^ YES 
b. 1/2 LOW FLOW: YES 

NO 
NO 

3. Enter percent effluent corresponding to each NOEL below and circle 
lowest number: 

a. NOEL survival = I O O % effluent 
b. NOEL reproduction = ^ 3 . . ^ % effluent 

4. If you answered NO to l.a. and[ 2.a., enter [P]; otherwise enter [F]: _£_ 

5. Enter response to item 4 on DMR Form, Parameter No. TEP3B. 

5. If you answered NO ^.' l.b. ̂nri •> v, .,n^«- r m . -.u-_. .-
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 1 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

CERIODAPHNIA DUBIA SURVIVAL AND REPRODUCTION TEST 

Permi t tee: Molycorp, I n c . 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

^ ^ ' ^ 
Composite co l lected FROM: )j<»<'c-'-A:.ic^ff/pin g^ j l / '&s date 

TO: ___j£Ai<£fi25$m;^pm v^i^;-gLS date 

Test i n i t i a t e d : 1 : ^ 0 am <g> 'Bj'=Ms-=K date 

Dilution water used: | | Receiving water ] ^ Reconstituted water 

NUMBER OF YOUNG PRODUCED PER FEMALE 0 7 DAYS 

Percent effluent (%) 

REP 

A 

B 

c 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

T 

J 

0% 

;3a 

^ ^ 

J 3 

^ 6 

2(o 

<5-r 

^ ^ 

<.2V 

0.^ 

2.H 

AH 

J l 

•22 

^H 

^ i 
^ ^ 

a3 

^S 

^ 0 

^ ^ 

}°l 

o23 

SLO 

^ i 
3L2 

^S 
a o 

J / 

,UA 

I 
' 

1 • 

100% 

(a 
13 

lo 

14 

1 0 

u 
s 
10 

l\ 

% at '' 
low flow 

% 

15 

^ H 

n 
A ] 

a\ 
17 

i-a 

Si2 

a i 
o i l 

% a t 1/2 •" 
low f low 

% 

04. 

a? 

^H 

3̂> 

SL^ 

<2^ 

2 ^ 

QT) 

23 

aa 
i j ^ t ^ 



/ t f ^ ^(itofsY 
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 3 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

FATHEAD MINNOW LARVAE GROWTH AND SURVIVAL TEST 
(Pimephales promelas) 

Remittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

V ^ ojP?/^*^ 

Composite c o l l e c t e d FROM: uAK&iJ^omlfvm a l 7 i ^ d a t e 
TO: u^*eo ' i ' -^^lm ^ i^m^ d a t e 

i;;i)<D am{pm) SI'Ms^'g d a t e Tes t i n i t i a t e d : 

D i l u t i o n water used : | j Receiving water " ^ R e c o n s t i t u t e d water 

DATA TABLE FOR GROWTH OF FATHEAD MINNOWS 

Effluent 
Cone. (%) 

Average Dry Weight 
i'n m i l l i g r a m s in 
r e p l i c a t e chambers 

MEAN 
DRY 
WEIGHT 

> ^ ' ^ ; ^ 

y!^ '^o^ 

i j & t ^ 

jer 

100^ 

Low Flow;J.^% 

1/2 Low Flow 

A B 

0.3*^ O.M*=I 

Q.Z^ 

O M l 

/UAr -

^ ' 

0,^2 

O.Hl 

0 .3^ 

a^a 

C 

O.Sfo 
c ) 

,u4-

OH\ \ 

0.M3 -^.^^ 

. 

O.^H 

O.SH 

o.sa 

OVV 

o.^o 

o.zi 

mo 

cm 

0.31 

o.^<: 

fA ' 
n lA 

AA 
o.^o 

OM:L 

0.2H 

CV%* 

(4..4? 

M.i8 

M.b3 

lO .s-g 

î .\o 

6.1::̂  

* c o e f f i c i e n t of v a r i a t i o n = s t anda rd d e v i a t i o n x lOO/mean 

1 . Dunne t t ' s Procedure : 

^ ^ 

Is t h e nean dry weight (growth) at 7 days e f f l u e n t s i g n i f i c a n t l y 
d i f f e r e n t (p=0.Q5) than t h e c o n t r o l ' s dry weight (growth) for the 
% e f f luen t cor responding t o : 

a. 
b. 

LOU FLOW: 
1/2 LOW FLOW: __ 

YES 
YES 

V ^ NO 
• ^ NO 
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 4 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING RE.^ORTING 

FATHEAD MINNOW LARVAE GROWTH AND SURVIVAL TEST 
(Pimephales promelas) 

Permi t tee : Molycorp, Inc . 
NPDES No. : NM0022306 

DATA TABLE FOR FATHEAD MINNOW SURVIVAL 

E f f l u e n t 
Cone. (%) 

Percent Survival 
i n rep l i ca te 
chambers 

MEAN PERCENT 
SURVIVAL 

^ ^ } ^ l 

ilSiS 
j e« 

..36% 

100% 

Low F l o w o?.9 

1 / 2 Low F l o w 

.r.s'% 

A 

IOO 

\oo 

\oo 

^ J 
^ ' -

\oo 

\oo 

1(?0 

B 

\oo 

C 

IOO 

<=\o \oo 

\oo \oo 

\ o o l a o 

l o o \OQ 

\oo \oo 

D 

Jjp 

24h 

{OO 

1 0 0 

[ O O 

fjA -

l\A . 

\oo 

\oo 

1^0 

48h 

{QO 

\oo 

( O O 

' 

( C O 

IOC? 

LOO 

7-day 

\ Q O 

< = { Q > . 1 

{OO 

\oo 

IOO 

I O O 

CV%^ 

s;^7 

an 
(JA 

* c o e f f i c i e n t of v a r i a t i o n = standard d e v i a t i o n x lOO/mean 

2 . Dunnett 's Procedure or Stee l 's Many-One Rank Test as appropr ia te : 

Is the mean su rv i va l at 7 days s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i f f e r e n t (p«0.05) than 
the con t ro l su rv iva l f o r the % e f f l u e n t corresponding t o : 

a. 
b. 

LOW FLOW: 
1/2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES 

^ NO 
^ NO 

5. 

Enter percent e f f l uen t corresponding to each NOEL below and c i r c l e 
lowest number: 

a . NOEL surv iva l = \ 0 0 % e f f l u e n t 
b. NOEL growth = KCDO % e f f l u e n t 

I f you answered NO to l . a . and_ 2 . a . , enter [ P ] ; otherwise enter [ F ] : 

Enter response to item 4 on DMR Form, Parameter No. TEP6C. 

I f you answered .iO to l . b . anri 7 .h . ontor- TOT. . ^ U „ - . . ^ - - - - . - -

ĥ  

0 



^«« Zlloiilicb 1 1 _I MC 5_ ay ESTA _P IV i_ 
DDRESSP* 0 . BOX 4 6 9 

_ _ ^QjiaatA. Hii-a255.5 

DISCHAROE MONITORINQ REPORT (DIUR) 
(2-16) (17-19) 

8 8 0 0 2 2 3 0 6 
PERMIT NUMBER 

T i l A 
DISCHARGE NUMBER 

ftcii.rrY 

OCATION 

ITf» DAVID H SHOEMAKER. GEM« SOPT. 
FROM 

MONITORING PERIOD | 
YEAR 

yi i 
MO 

UU 
DAY 

U i TO 
YEAR 

90 
MO 

Ub 
DAY 

JO 
(20-21) (22-23) (34-25) (26-27) (28-29) (30-31) 

T - FIBIL 
TOZICITI REPORTING 

HAJOR 
NOTE: Read Instructions belore completing this lorm. 

PARAMETER 
02-37) 

(3 Card Onfy) 
(46-33) 

QUANTITY OR LOADINQ 
(S4-6I) 

AVERAQE MAXIMUM UNITS 

(4 Card Onfy) 
(38-45) 

QUALITY OR CONCENTRATION 
(46-53) (54-61) 

MINIMUM AVERAGE MAXIMUM UNITS 

NO. 
EX 

(62-63) 

FREQUENCY 
OF 

ANALYSIS 
(64-68) 

SAMPLE 
TYPE 

(69-70) 

.r P/F STATRE 7DAT C 
IS CBRIOOAPBHIA 
:BP3B 1 0 0 
^FrLBBBT GBOSS VALOEl 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

«««««« «««««« ««»««« «««4«4: 

S I S MPII WWf̂ ^ 
0 qt r ly 

iBBPOBT; 

biiit-iv 
l^^^fw-^ 4 A S 5 = 0 

FAIL-
( TRit t 

comp 2' 

<:oBP2a 

.F P / P STATRE 7DAI 
:ilB PIBEPBALBS 
?BP6C 1 0 0 
iFFlOBBT GROSS VALDE 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

«)et««4e« «««c4i«« «4t«4t4>« «««««» 
) QIRLY CO^P t 4 

^mii .M n ̂ ^m r-i-'!v. I'v 
^ B E P O B t IASS^O 

F A I L S 
V t̂ t & i i (:oBP2u 

ILF P / F STATRE 7DAT 
.HB CBBIODAPBHIA 
: i j i iB 1 0 0 
irrLttBBI CBQSS yALBE 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

«««»«« 4i«4:^4i4t <i4:4i^«« < [ « « « « « 

iUlH 
'•••iSti^, 

ifti i^r^ 
)(l*«« 

««*4( 
' i tfe^bBT : $ | t i « 4 # : 

1 It.-:.? 
-El 

1)ASS=0 
S&sJiL O M ^ ^ 

i|tf!ilitM:otiP2u 
i!L 

I t r P / F STATRB 7DAI 
:Bil PIBEPBALBS 
?FP6C 1 0 0 
IFFlOBBT GBOSS VALOE 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

«i4t4(«^« «4(^4i4t« « ^ « ^ « 3 » 4t:»«4i«« 

! c5 P6BMlt;:f^»<^ 
JibumEMiHt;:̂  

^^PIP*** 
Al.-Klt »««« 

RfePdA^ 
JUL 

QASS^O 
SL qtrjy ZSWILM 

r t j t i f M;0HP24 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

«• PfeRMIT, . i t mmm bv.v-' «̂ -.- i t i l -.1' 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

' * h . ^ '•* ' ^ . , i ^ M ^ 

• *"V. .^.•:ti-'^;ci.-/v 
lAiii L;li 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

;^>EiiMi1^.J 
HtbUIHEMlMff tflf^f; I? • •• 

:5 -v . 'K- r:. 

NAMEn^lTLE PRINCIPAL EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

David R. 9io«naker 
Mine Manager 

TYPED OR PRINTED 

I CERTIFY UNDER PENALTY OF UW THAT I HAVE PERSONALLY EXAMINED 
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ON MY INQUIRY OF THOSE INDIVIDUALS IMMEDIATELY RESPONSIBLE FOR 
OBTAININQ THE INFORMATION. I BELIEVE THE SUBMITTEO INFORMATION 
IS TRUE. ACCURATE AND COMPLETE. I AM AWARE THAT THERE ARE SIG
NIFICANT PENALTIES FOR SUBMITTINQ FALSE INFORMATION, INCLUDINQ 
THE POSSIBILITY OF FINE ANO IMPRISONMENT. SEE 18 U.S.C. I 1001 AND 
33 U.S.C. I 1319. (PtiuMa uniir time itatuia mcy Indude fines up lo 110,000 
andor maximum Imprbonmenlcif belweenf monlhSQnd }ytm.) 

, / ^ ^ a > ^ Ay U ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^ 
SIGNATURE OF PRINCIPAL EXECUTIVE 

OFFICER OR AUTHORIZEO AGENT 

TELEPHONE DATE 

586 0212 

•XRBT 
CTPE 

90 

NUMBER YEAR MO 

27 

DAY 

OMMENT ANO EXPLANATION OF ANY VIOLATIONS (Rtfertnceallallachmmis h m ) 

PASS = 0 FAIL == 1) REPORT PASS AS 'O* REPORT FAIL AS '1* IN CONCENTRATION AVG ABOVE. 

PA Form 3320-1 (Rev. 9 ^ ) Previous editlona may be used. 

tt • # # 
(REPLACES EPA FORM T-40 WHICH MAY NOT BE USED.) 
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Page 3 of 3 
Attachment Section III to EPA Form 2C, Section II-B&C-2 
Molycorp NPDES Permit Renewal NM0022306, December 20, 1992 

By late fall of 1992 only one small pond remains behind Dam 
5A. 250 acres of tails sand were capped and seeded the summer 
of 1992. Another 130 acres will be capped the summer of 
1993. The remaining 20 acres of exposed tails sand behind 
Dam 5A will be sprayed with soil stabilizer to control any 
dust. 



SECTION IV 

REQUESTS FOR CONTINUING ALTERNATIVE 
MOLYBDENUM TEST PROCEDURE 



REQUEST FOR 
CONTINUED APPROVAL OF ALTERNATIVE MOLYBDENUM TEST PROCEDURES 

On April 1 , 1977, Mr. John C. White, Region VI KPA 
Administrator, approved the Molycorp thiocyanate colorimetric 
n»thod for the determination of molybdenum (letter attached). 
Molyoorp had submitted data to demonstrate the comparability 
of the standard atomic absorption method and the thiocyanate 
colorimetric method. Since approval of the method, 
Molycorp's laboratory continues periodically to split samples 
with other labs and perform other quality control work to 
verify the molybdenum analyses. 

Exairples of the results are shown below: 

Molycorp's Lab AA Method 
Method 

Outfall 002 2.14 2.19 * 
Q/C 9945 0.133 0.139 
Outfall 001 2.50 2.55 Molycorps 

* Split grab sample of 3/21/91 
with ACZ Labs Steamboat Springs, 
CO. 

Louviers plant 

Molycorp, Inc. hereby requests a continued renewal of 
the approval for the edtemative test procedure for the 
determination of molybdenum. Enclosed for review are copies 
of origineil request from Molycorp for approval of the 
procedure(without exhibits); a description of the procedure 
and the approval frOTi the Regional Administrator. 

Please be advised that cdl molybdenum values reported in our 
Discharge Monitoring Reports are results of analyses 
performed by the approved altemative method 

David R.Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

^ " ^ l l t S T ^ N T E R N A T I O N A L B U I L D I N G 

1201 -ELM S n t E E T 
• D A L L A S . T E X A S 7S270 

April 1, 1977 

^ r . C. R. Sacrison 
General Manager 
Molycorp, Inc. *> 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

Dear Mr. Sacrison: 

The data which you submitted on February 9, 1977vhas been reviewed. 
The procedure for the analyses of molybdenum and the comparability 
testing data indicate that the method is v e r y good. In fact, the 
standard deviations indicate greater precision fpr the alternate 

•method than for the standard method in four of the five samples. 
The mean recovery for seven aliquots at the two discharge points 
-was 96 percent. 

In view of these data, the Molycorp thiocyanate colorimetric method 
is approved for NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 discharges No. 001 and 002. 
If during an inspection by the State of New Mexico, Environn-ental 
Improvement Agency or the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, it is 
found that the test method is inappropriate, we reserve the right to 
withdraw approval. 

Your efforts are appreciated. If you have any questions, please do 
«ot hesitate to call or write. 

Sincerely, 

) J ^ d . ^ ' 7 ^ 
n C. White 

egional Administrator 

-cc: Joe Pierce, Chief 
iiater Quality Division 
Environmental Improvement Agency 
P. 0. Box 2348 
Santa Fe, m 87503 



ti a 
-Molycorp, Irtc. • Ouesta. New Mexico 27556 • {505) 586-0212 

February 9, 1977 

Hr. John C, White 
Regional Administrator 
U.S. EPA 
1201 Elm Street 
Dallas, Texas 75270 

Re: Application for Alternative Test Procedure (40 CFR 136.4) 

Dear Mr. White: ^ -~ 

Pursuant to Molycorp's December 6, 1976 request for an a l ternat ive t es t pro
cedure for molybdenum for NPDES permit #NM 0022306, the EPA requested 
comparability testing to provide data on the equivalency of the standard 
and alternate methods. 

For discharges 001 and 002, comparability data from analyses by Molycorp of 
effluent samples representative of nonnal operating conditions, and of effluent 
samples plus standard solution, is hereby submitted. For discharge 001, 
comparability data from analysis by the New Mexico Bureau of Mines and Mineral 
Resources of an effluent sample representative of normal operating conditions, 

•Is also presented. Since there is normally very l i t t l e variation in the 
molybdenum concentration at each discharge, i t v/as neither appropriate nor 
possible to obtain samples of varying concentrations from ei ther discharge. 
I t should be noted that the molybdenum concentration in.discharge 001 is quite 
a b i t different from that in 002. Therefore, although the methods are not 
compared on varying concentrations from the same source, they are compared at 
tv;o different molybdenum concentrations. No data is included for discharge 003 
because molybdenum is not detectable in that discharge. ATT comparability 
testing was performed, according to the instructions provided by EPA. The 
Standard Method used was the EPA approved tes t procedure (digestion followed 
by atomic absorption) as specified in 40 CFT 136.3, and the AUernate Method 
used was the Colorimetric Determination of Molybdenum, as "attached. 

Table I : Effluent Sample From Discharge 001, Representative of Normal Operating 
Conditions, analysis by Molycorp. 

Aliquot Standard Method Alternate Method 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Avg ± 

1,87 
1.86 
1.84 
1,84 
1.S7 
1.83 
1,84 
1.85 ± 

, • 

" i 

.02 

1.91 
1.91 
1.91 
1.91 
1.91 
1.93 
1.90 
1.91 ± .009 
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 2 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

CERIODAPHNIA DUBIA SURVIVAL AND REPRODUCTION TEST 

Pennittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

Time of 
Reading 0% 

24h IOO 

f7c 
^ 

loo 

PERCENT SURVIVAL 

Percent effluent (%) 

Wc J l% .^% 
% 3<^% 1 0 0 % 

fOO 

% at % at 1/2 
low flow low flow 

/ 8 % 3 1 % 

fOO loo loo iGO \00 

48h loo loo IOO fOO IOO IOO (OO lO::' 

\ d a y IOO IOO /OO loo 90 zo lOO lOO 
Ip 

1. Fisher 's Exact Test: 

Is the mean survival at 7 days s ignif icant ly different (p=0.05) than 
the control survival for the % effluent corresponding t o : 

a. 
b. 

LOW FLOW: 
1/2 LOW FLOW: __ 

YES 
YES 

\ y ^ NO 
^^ NO 

2 . Dunnett's Procedure or S tee l ' s Many-One Rank Test as appropriate: 

Is the mean number of young produced per female s ign i f ican t ly different 
(p«0.05) than the con t ro l ' s number of young per female for the % effluent 
corresponding t o : 

a . LOW FLOW: 
b . 1 / 2 LOW FLOW: 

YES i X NO 
YES i ^ NO 

3 . Enter percent effluent corresponding to each NOEL below and circle 
lowest number: 

a. NCFL survival = ^ < 0 % effluent 
b. NOEi. reproduction = ^ ( ^ % effluent 

4 . If you answered NO to l . a . and_ 2 . a . , enter [ P ] ; otherwise enter [F] : J___ 

5. Enter response to item 4 on DMR Form, Parameter No. TEP3B. 

6. If you answered NO to l . b . and 2 .b . . enter PPl: otherwisp pnt.pr TFl; / 
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 1 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

CERIODAPHNIA DUBIA SURVIVAL AND REPRODUCTION TEST 

Permi t t ee : Molycorp, I n c . 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

Composite c o l l e c t e d FROM: 0g:3d/? / f f^ /5 '^pm ( t A s ' / ^ z ^ / ^ i date 
l^-./iA-V/ r ' / 7 z ¥ S am/gi^ ^ ^ ¥ 2 ^ C/z^ date 

date Test ini t iated: I C ^ ? ^ ^ a m / ^ < ^ / ^ / 4 ^ 

Dilution water used: j | Receiving water XI Reconstituted water 

NUMBER OF YOUNG PRODUCED PER FEMALE 0 7 DAYS 

—V Percent e f f luen t (%) 

REP 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

: 

J 

0% 

a 
11 
1^ 
l l . 

I<C 
1 1 -
•ZZ 

(S 
ZO 

•70 

2-3 

11 
2.1 

ly 
/ ( r 

•Z-l 

/f 
•2-1 

23 

•ZO 

2.1 

l ^ 
/r 
sy 
/ ^ 

• z c 

H 
ll<> 

I'i 

Z5 

n 
( ( ^ 

zz-
10 

!(<• 

13 
2/ 

/ ^ 

/•?-

6G% 

1^ 
12. 
10 

ii' 
2.1 

/sr 
? 
/ 3 

/<? 

/f 

100% 

G 
/ 

0 
/ 

3 
3 

/ 

f 
dP 

% a t 
low f l o w 

it^ % 

J O 

. . ^ i 

/S 

/ ^ 

: ^ - / 

/C 

ao 

/ ^ 

/6 
/"? 

% at 1/2 
low flow 
: i \ % 

A3 

17 

!C-

.0-^ 

| 0 

It:; 

13 

a i 

| 7 

•17 
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 3 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

FATHEAD MINNOW LARVAE GROWTH AND SURVIVAL TEST 
(Pimephales promelas) 

Pennittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

Composite collected FROM: Q g ^ o l 7 j & ? l ^ / ^ p m 
TO: i JQo lq / Z ^ s ^ / ^ ' 

Test i n i t i a t e d : 1 ^ ^ ^ am/<^gip Co/py^f 

i4^/^date 
4 ^ f O / ^ ^ date 

date 

Dilution water used: j j Receiving water "[ST Reconstituted water 

DATA TABLE FOR GROWTH OF FATHEAD MINNOWS 

Effluent 
Cone. (%) 

Average Dry Weight 
i'n milligrams in 
replicate chambers 

MEAN 
DRY 
WEIGHT 

0% 

hk± 
\ if 

>9Z^ i 

^ ^ 

100% 

Low F l o w / ^ % 

1/2 Low Flow 
l i % 

A 

^ .33 

>̂.SZ7 

03f 
040 

ai f 
Chl 
O.BI 

Qi^O 

B 

€.̂ <l 

0.2^ 

O.n 
0 -% 

0 . ^ 

0^3 

o.s^ 

0^(^ 

c 
O'ii 

as9 
0.'30 

0 3 Z 

0,it 

O.^J 

o.'yj 

o.'̂ n 

D 

o:3D 

o.Ys 
d26 
O.Z(p 

M^ 
0.^9 
0.3.6 

0.%, 

mg 

d7.36 
0 ,^1 

0.'54 

03 i 
04z 
0 . ^ 

0 3>H 

O . " ^ 

cv%* 
Z 3 M 

3zS¥ 

j l .^ic 

/?.^6 
a^o(c 

1?.?^ 
/ U G 

o^^ 

* coefficient of variation = standard deviation x lOO/mean 

1. Dunnett's Procedure: 

Is the mean dry weight (growth) at 7 days effluent s igni f icant ly 
different (p=0.05) than the control 's dry weight (growth) ,for the 
% effluent corresponding t o : 

a. 
b. 

LOW FLOW: 
1/2 LOW FLOW: _ _ 

YES 
YES 

^ y NO 
, ^ ' NO 
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 4 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

FATHEAD MINNOW LARVAE GROWTH AND SURVIVAL TEST 
(Pimephales promelas) 

Pennit tee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

DATA TABLE FOR FATHEAD MINNOW SURVIVAL 

Ef f luent 
Cone. (%) 

Percent Survival 
in repl icate 
chambers 

MEAN PERCENT 
SURVIVAL 

0% 

^ f 
> . ! ^ 

K^^C 
l < i % ^ 

100% 

Low Flow / S % 

1/2 Low Flow 

A 

^O 

<fo 

?o 
i>0 
qo 
IOO 

l o 

^ 

B 

?€> 

f o 
^ 0 

(DO 

^ 0 

90 
^ 0 

I ad 

c 

90 
<f>o 

"^0 

90 

IOO 

lo 
80 

^ 0 

D 

9o 
^ 0 

1-0 

^0 

^ 0 

90 
y o 

"̂ G 

24h 

?r 
/oo 
9 ^ 
n 
fr 
/oo 
^ s 

^ % 

48h 

f 2 
9^ 
f 5 -
9S 
?r 
fo 

^fs: 

• ^ ^ 

7-day 

' ? ^ 
1?2' 

?? 
8-'? 

^ 5 f 
<?<? 
7S 

•«a 

CV%^ 

U j i k 
h'lo 

l l ' T l 

lOM 
10,^ 

H r ^ 
J2SI? 

I C H % 

* coe f f i c ien t of var iat ion ° standard deviat ion x lOO/mean 

2. Dunnett's Procedure or Steel 's Many-One Rank Test as appropriate: 

Is the mean survival at 7 days s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i f fe ren t (p»0.05) than 
the control survival fo r the % ef f luent corresponding t o : 

a. LOW FLOW: 
b. 1/2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES 

l ^ NO 
NO 

3. Enter percent effluent corresponding to each NOEL below and circle 
lowest number: 

a. NOEL survival = 
b. NOEL growth = J c j C 

/OO % effluent 
% effluent 

4. If you answered NO to l.a. and_ 2.a., enter [P]; otherwise enter [F]: f 

5. Enter response to item 4 on DMR Form, Parameter No. TEP6C. 

6. If vou answered NO to l.h. anH 7.h. 

) 

o n t o r r o l ' n f h o r w i c o o n f o r T r T ' P 



PCRMITTEe NAME/AOOReSS (Include 
FacUUy Name/Location If different) 
#SAMS__ J i P j j i i p j t P _ j j i i : _ s _ j 2 y j ^ i A _ j p i v _ s 

AP.B5U!±»__P_2_^iJ iL9 

aUESlA NJL 3 3 ^ ^ . 

N A T I O N A L P O I - I . U T A N T D I S C H A R G E E L I M I N A T I O N S V S T E M ( N P D E S ) 

D I S C H A R G E M O N I T O R I N G R E P O R T IDMRI 
(2-16) i n i 9 ) F - F I N A L 

HM0022306 I I I t l A I l O X I C l T I HiiPORIING 

P E R M I T N U M B E R D I S C H A R G E N U M B E R 

r A C I U T Y 

I .OCATION 

A T T N : D A V I D fl S M O f i t t i K E R , G 5 ¥ . ~ S U P T . ' 

M O N I T O R I N G P E R I O D 

Y E A R 

— T S 
M O • A V Y E A R 

— T S 
M O 

(20-211 (22-23) (24-25) (26-27) (28-29) 

O A V 

130-31) 

MAJOH 

NOTE: Read instructions before completing this form. 

P A R A M E T E R 

132-37) 

(J Card Only) 
(46-53) 

Q U A N T I T Y O R L O A D I N G 

154-61) 

A V E R A O E M A X I M U M U N I T S 

(4 Cord Only) 
{31-45) 

Q U A L I T Y O R C O N C E N T R A T I O N 

146-53) (.54.«l) 

M I N I M U M AVERAGE M A X I M U M U N I T S 
{62-63) 

N O . 
E X 

F R E Q U E N C Y 
OF 

A N A L Y S I S 

(64.6H) 

S A M P L E 
T V P E 

( 6 9 - 7 0 ) 

LF P/F SliTRt 7DAY t 

HR CERIODAPHNIA 

TEP3B 1 J u 

EFFLUENT GH0S5 VALUE 

S A M P L E 
M E A S U R E M E N T 

i^a^iX^^^f^ i ^m i ^ i f ^ i ^ nnnxn̂ aaî  ^':iifft:.i^iii 

P s n M i T 
ReeUIREMENT 

,-.^^ijee«ff|i#i^g,; 
4:^1^^f^-*.*V-: :||:«i4(je«^« RBPOftT 

b a i t r AV 
4c4:^«4:< ' !PAiiS=0 

FAIL= 

aiRLY C0!!1P2t 

LF P / F SIAIRi i 7DAY 

CHR PlflEPHALBS 

IEP6C 1 0 0 

EFFLUENT GROSS VALUE 

S A M P L E 
M E A S U R E M E N T 

#«::0c4:4c4: :>:Cc4:<c«4: «:«<:: 4c <: 4c 

0 

< : « ! ? < : * * 

'iltt<>umeHr 
j . ^ : - ; l | * ; ^ « t | y i f i t f i H t r ^ * H B P O B T 

DAJLt &» 

i([I«:4c«:i£;$ p ; i s s = 0 

FAIL= 

2IHLI C0MP2' 

HLF P / F S 

CHR CERI3 

TFP3B 1 

EFFLUSNT 

lATRF. 7DAY 

DAPH>JIA 

0 J 

GROSS VALUE 

S A M P L E 
M E A S U R E M E N T 

t f ^ f j i ^ t t * « 4 : ; 3 « : < i « ^ % * V V ^ ^ r :C:4cn:<:<:4: 

;RE«Vtftl£MBMT 
0:.i^m^ii^. * * * * 

* « * * 

4c;)c4c«ii::$c 
aEi?ORT 

OAJit AV 

iQc«: ; :c^$«: PA3S=U 

FAIL= 

QTRLt C0MP2' 

HLF P/F S 

CHR PIMEP 

TFP6C 1 

EFFLUENT 

TAIHg 

HALES 

0 u 
GROSS 

7 DAY S A M P L E 
M E A S U R E M E N T 

* « « « » * <:«<:««« i»4 t« :« : •-::<: :jc4:««^<:4: 

VALO ; 

•.•sf:;..pfe»ii>iiT-..!. 
jl^RiBQUiReiiieNT:: 

'<--^%^M^M^i^'. • ^4 :4 :4^«« ESPOfiT 

PAl i .1 A? 

«::C:4s^4|c«c PASS=C 

FAIL= 

aTRLI COflPZ' 

S A M P L E 
M E A S U R E M E N T 

iti;<)MiRKMe;Nr< 

S A M P L E 
M E A S U R E M E N T 

tteaumimuNrr 

S A M P L E 
M E A S U R E M E N T 

•^il•li•eBili•^^;!i•^? 
RCQUIREMCNT 'S-^? 

N A M E / T I T L E P R I N C I P A L E X E C U T I V E O F F I C E R 

David R. Shoemaker 

Mine Manager 

T Y P E D O R P R I N T E D 

I CERTIFY UNDER PENALTY OF LAW THAT I HAVE PERSONALLY EXAMINED 
AND AM FAMILIAR WITH THE INFORMATION SUBMITTED HEREIN. AND BASED 
ON MY INQUIRY O F THOSE INDIVIDUALS IMMEDIATELY RESPONSIBLE FOR 
OBTAINING THE INFORMATION. I BELIEVE THE SUBMITTED INFORMATION 
IS TRUE. ACCURATE AND COMPLETE I AM AWARE THAT THERE ARE SIG 
NIFICANT PENALTIES FOR SUBMITTING FALSE INFORMATION. INCLUDING 
THE POSSIBILITY OF FINE ANO IMPRISONMENT SEE I B U.S.C § I OOI ANO 
33 U S C t 1 3 1 9 iPrna l t i rH under t h m * a ta tu l r t m a y i i t r l u d r f inp i i up In t ln . l t iH l 
aiut I I I m a x i m u m i m p n i u i n m r n l i i ^ h r t u v r n 6 mi in t i l s a n i l .i yrarM.I 

^ . . ^ ^ J r ^ ^ ^ - J ^ 
S I G N A T U R E O F P R I N C I P A L E X E C U T I V E 

O F F I C E R O R A U T H O R I Z E O A O E N T 

T E L E P H O N E D A T E 

5 0 5 5 8 6 0 2 1 2 

AREA 
COPE 

90 

N U M B E R Y E A R 

0 3 30 

COMMENT AND EXPLANATION OF ANY VIOLATIONS (Rr/rrrnrr n// aiiucliments here) 

(PASS = J FAIL = 1) REPORT PASS AS *0* REPORT FAIL AS • ! • IN CONCSNX R.1TI0U AVG ABOVii. 

EPA Efirm 3320>1 (Rov. ̂ 8 ) Previous editiogs may bo used. ( R E P L A C E S e P A F O R M T - « 0 W H I C H M A V N O T B E U S E O . I 

• • # | ) 6 5 o / 0 2 i ' i ^ - 2 2 2 8 
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TABLE I 

SHEET 4 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

FATHEAD MINNOW LARVAE GROWTH AND SURVIVAL TEST 
(Pimephales promelas) 

Pennittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NN0022306 

DATA TABLE FOR FATHEAD MINNOW SURVIVAL 

Effluent 
Cone. (%) 

Percent Survival 
in replicate 
chambers 

MEAN PERCENT 
SURVIVAL 

MJ^i 

yfi/'^ 
10^^/ 

-?" 

*3JD^:^C 

100% 

Low Flow \% % 

1/2 Low Flow 
JS\ % 

A 

"PC 

IOO 

\ b C 

%o 

a c 

<^o^ 

/OC 

so 

B 
J<SO 

ICO 

icx̂ -

\oo 

\cc 

^70 

/OO 

iCc 

C 

/OU 

i o O 

{OO 

\oo 
^o 

90 

/OO 

iCO 

D 

Joo 

\oĉ  

(CO 

^ o 
ice-

?o 
i J c 

<^IC 

24h 

)oo 

IC-C 

• n : o 

\6o 

\co 

ICO 

y'UO 

ICO 

48h 

( C o 

i CC 

iCjO> 

^7ir 

^ 7 r 

'̂ 7-C 

/ U O 

'V.^ 

l-(i^)l 

r7.tr 

(CO 

iC<C 

5:^j.-< 

9c> 

^Z-s" 

/ L 'O 

9J.^-^ 

cn' 
s:. ( 

o 

} 0 H 

n ^ 
<:.- 7 

'c-i 

* coefficient of variation ° standard deviation x IDO/mean 

2. Dunnett's Procedure or Steel's Many-One Rank Test as appropriate: 

>p^ 

Is the mean survival at 7 days significantly different (p=0.05) than 
the control survival for the % effluent corresponding to: 

a. LOW FLOW: 
b. 1/2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES 

^ , NO 
f:^NO 

3. Enter percent effluent corresponding to each NOEL below and circle 
lowest number: 

a. NOEL survival = XQC % effluent 
b. NOEL growth = \ 0 < 0 % effluent 

4. If you answered NO to l.a. and_2.a., enter [P]; otherwise enter [F]: _r_ 

5. Enter response to item 4 on DMR Form, Parameter No. TEP6C. 

6. If you answered NO to l.b. and_ 2.b., enter [P]; otherwise enter [F]: _P. 

http://r7.tr
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TABLE I 

SHEET 3 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

FATHEAD MINNOW LARVAE GROWTH AND SURVIVAL TEST 
(Pimephales promelas) 

<3> 3/.</76-" \3.:\Cj'^ir^hO 

Composite col lected FROM: am/pm date 
TO: am/pm date 

Permittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

Test initiated: /V ̂ O am/pm 

am/pm 

Sirs.l'-'IO date 

Dilution water used: J ^ Receiving water ^ ^ Reconstituted water 

DATA TABLE FOR GROWTH OF FATHEAD MINNOWS 

Effluent 
Cone. (%) 

Average Dry Weight 
i'n milligrams in 
replicate chambers 

MEAN 
DRY 
WEIGHT 

0% 

^ ^ 

.3%' /~i 

lQi.3i 

2Q%^C 

100% 

Low Flow 1"^ % 

1/2 Low Flow 
^ / % 

A 

0 ^ ^ 

a-^'v 
' J H ^ 

O.H^ 

O u l 

o^i 
O M 3 

0 . ^ ^ 

B 

O.HH 

CM"] 

u.i(^ 

uHX 

0-3 

o-^:x 

oH(c 

Oil 

c 
0 - ^ 

0 ^ 2 . 

om 
0^'X 

OHO 

O.'Sd 

(J^s 

O^'X 

D 
OMC-' 

O H ^ 

Q i 7 

^ v V 
OH^. 

0H(o 

0-H7 

O^H 

mg 

0 ^ 1 

O H ^ 

OHC, 

0 % 

os \ 
o.^:x 

6-H(o 

o.^^ 

CV%* 

II 6 

\1.(^ 
^ . ^ ' 

.̂i 
/ ^ ^ 

i.O, 

^ . ^ 

;̂.3 
i5)^*' 

* coef f ic ient of var iat ion = standard deviat ion x lOO/mean 

1 . Dunnett's Procedure: 

Is the mean dry weight (growth) at 7 days eff luent s ign i f i can t l y 
d i f fe rent (p=0.05) than the con t ro l ' s dry weight (growth) for the 
% ef f luent corresponding t o : 

a . LOW FLOW: 
b . 1 / 2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES 

^ NO 



>ii>v).3^£,/9r, 
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 2 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

CERIODAPHNIA DUBIA SURVIVAL AND REPRODUCTION TEST 

Permittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

PERCENT SURVIVAL 

Percent effluent (%) 

Time of 
Reading 0% 

S 
^% 

IS 
•3% 

3 i 
'iQ% 

F>o 
-30% 100% 

% a t % a t 1 /2 
l o w f l o w l o w f l o w 

24h 

48h 

7-day 

IOO 

[OO 

\ 0 0 

100 

[OO 

\0O 

[00 

100 

90 

IOO 

IOO 

ICO 

[OO 

(00 • 

100 

100 

^o 
HO 

16 c 

\ o o 

"-iC 

\.CO 

i oo 

\oo 

1. Fisher 's Exact Test: 

Is the mean survival at 7 days significantly different (p=0.05) than 
the control survival for the % effluent corresponding t o : 

^ifl^'^ 

a . LOW FLOW: 
b . 1 / 2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES 

NO 
NO 

2 . Dunnett's Procedure or S tee l ' s Many-One Rank Test as appropriate: 

Is the mean number of young produced per female s ignif icant ly different 
(p»0.05) than the control ' s number of young per female for the % effluent 
corresponding to : 

a. LOW FLOW: 
b, 1/2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES 

/ NO 
1 7 ^ NO 

3. Enter percent effluent corresponding to each NOEL below and circle 
lowest number: 

a. NOEL survival = -"> o % effluent 
b. NOEL reproduction = a'C- % effluent - ̂ ^^ '̂ ;̂' 

4 . 

5 . 

If you answered NO to l . a . and 2 .a . , enter [P] ; otherwise enter [F] : i-

Enter response to item 4 on DMR Form, Parameter No. TEP3B. 

Tf vou answprpH Nfl t n ^ . U . anrl •? K on to r r m . «fV^or....-;r« . , „ • . , . . r n . ;.> 
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 1 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

CERIODAPHNIA DUBIA SURVIVAL AND REPRODUCTION TEST 

Permittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

063a 
UAX. Composite collected FROM? 

T0;r7)tZIO 

Test i n i t i a t e d : t 'Hr20 ^3)M 

am/pti<D ^<^< date 
am/pm ̂ T) 3/r 3 / 9 0 date 

M^l3i t a )3 ; /6 /9o date 

Di lut ion water used: j j Receiving water JX Reconstituted water 

NUMBER OF YOUNG PRODUCED PER FEMALE 0 7 DAYS 

Percent eff luent (%) 

REP 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

J 

0% 

z^ 
Z5 

Z5 

^ 3 

2 ^ 

2H 

Xis> 

Z(c 

Z ^ 

2 6 

2Z 

26 

2 3 

Z6 

ZH 

ZZ 

Z^ 

2 3 

2 5 

iS 

ZZ 

2 5 

22 

Zli 

ZZ 

Zi 

2*4 

Z ^ 

17 

2 3 

31 
"W% 

22. 

26 

ZZ 

Z ^ 

27 

2 3 

2 3 

2 7 

2 5 

2 ^ 

5o 

2 0 

ZI 

Zl 

'•?? 

2 5 
2 3 

22. 

Z6 

/ ^ 

2(^ 

100% 

3 

3 

4-
S 

z 
z 
o 
2 

3 

5 

% at 
low flow 

i ^ % 

2.<^ 

.^ii 

•21 

.iS 

a/ 
•2y 

•̂ v 
/V 

• ^ 5 

% at 1/2 
low flow 

• i ' % 

.'Ai 

l O 

. i X 

. 1 ^ 

•7? 

.2 - ; 

•x.̂  
; 7 

i ^ 

-y i l , ii-v^^ 



S^^ 'MT^'R?_rNC^.2yF^TA_DIVi 
i b D 5 6 S 8 _ P _ ^ ^ . _ « O X _ < 4 6 ^ 9 ^ 

;___,^ylJE_S^TA^ I L f L i i ^ l . 

N J H I U N M L H U L L U I A N I U I V H A H l i t bLIMINA I iUht t rSTEM (NPUES) 
DISCHARGE MONITORINQ REPORT ̂ OAfÂ  

(2-16) (17-19) 
? U ' 0 0 2 2 JO*) 

PERMIT NUMBER 

r>:i . \ 
DISCHARGE NUMBER 

FACILITY \ ^ _ ^ . 

LOCATION , _ ^ 
ATTNl DAVID R SMOEMAKEK, GKN. SUt-T. 

F R O M 

MONITORING PERIOD 

I ^ _ M ^ ^ TO 

(20-21) (22-23) (24-25) 

YEAR 

—9tr 
M O 
'> 1 • ^ 

(26-27) (28-29) (30-31) 

T U X r c I T Y HKE-:)l lTIfJG 

NOTE: Read Instructions before completing this form. 

PARAMETER 
a2-37) }il 

LF P/F STATRB /DAI 

HR CeRlOOA^HHIA 

rBP3B 1 G( -̂0 

errtUENT GROSS vALy>: 

(3 ca rd Only) 
(46-53) 

QUANTITY OR LOADINQ 
(54-61) ' 

A V E R A G E 

"<«<«"*55J5" 

M A X I M U M UNITS 

(4 Card Only) 
(38-45) 

OUALITY OR CONCENTRATION 
(46-53) (54-61) 

M I N I M U M AVERAGE MAXIMUM UNITS 

NO. 
EX 

(62-63) 

FREQUENCY 
OF 

ANALYSIS 
(64-68) 

S A M P L E 
TYPE 

(69-70) 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT. 

tfKtXftfptt * * i ; « * ; ' . ' : ; : i ; : : ; : ) ; ! . • ; i i : : : : v 

^ 

mmmm 
H . • i f - C 

. R E P O R T 

feftuy AV 

iS<!«i*^« fA5S = 0 

FAIL* 

%ai 
1 /q t r COIHDC).3 

wdTRLY i:0!1P2ii 

LP P / P S T « ; T R E 7DAT. 

CaS'iPIHEPHA'LBS 

TBP6C 1 <iL-0 

EFFLUENT GEOSS VALUt 

• SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

'0<">--:is»>».. c: . < i « ] C f i : t « i > j ; « j i > i : : < : j : j t : ! s'.i^OOO''-

3 leoini HHHil!«EMig -3 i t̂ . -•: cr u ,•;• ,r - R E P O R T 

OAILV AV 

$i>4l«ii»0 ( 

1̂ 2. ! ; 

A3S = 0 

rAIL = 

1 / q t r comixj.'; 
OTHLY :onVii I 

HLF P/r STATRE 70AY 

CHR CERIQbAP^HIA 

T P P 3 B I S O 0 ,:• 

E F F L U E N T C R O S S VALUlJ 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

0!:<r>:5J?lDl i n i i f j i M f i j i •A-i>f.-if^.:^'/ *-. <*. f . 
-,- V V 

T T 
0 

lUin " INoUinemNT' 
ia i L S : 

<i4i<i i i i^/« ^ ^<»!Jci|l/.i">i? * • : • • < ? - : 

••;:i:t-. 

i:t94ir:i|Cc9}c REPORT 

DAILI AV 

l / g t r comry j : ; 

.\r.3-o 
r A I L ^ l . 

OTRLY^ < ; 0 f 1 P 2 ' i 

7UAY HLF P / F STATRE 

CHR PinEP4iALP.S 

i r P 6 C 1 j? 0 «-0 « 

EFFLUENT GROSS VALU.̂  

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

<i «:>) ; !»: :»> !>:>i:s»"<;«5;i «<<)::;*::::;« i::'?!;:>;i;.ti,: 

•T" PfeRMIT ^ 
'REQUIREMENT • 

.i(ii^4<«<.i9y iji ":(iiei;;i«C>« « 

-•̂  -

. j;j<i4i«it«.:« 
JL 0 

H E P O R T 

D A I L Y AV 

O ^ f l i ^ O * I A'3S = 0 

FAIL = 

1 /q t r compos 
. ' ) T R L Y <;o!ir2' 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

-j?' P & M I T . b 
;BEQUlREMENTr' 
^ > • • • • • 

Fli W t^ . • - t ~ • r . • 

U a 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

fJ PERMIT •' i^ 
REQUIREMENT'' 
: : • • • • ! : i r J •-• 

F. •*; 
• . 1 • 

j-r ?• 

OB 

V 

"•< 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

© P E R M I T ' ' « 
REQUIREMEMTY. 

1 5 ? ' - ? 
S-i? 

" ^ t-. Wf 
NAMEH-ITLE P R I N C I P A L EXECUTIVE O F F I C E R 

bsvid R. Shoemaker 

Hincy Manager 

TYPED OR PRINTED 

I CERTIFY UNDER PENALTY OF LAW THAT I HAVE PERSONALLY EXAMINED 
AND AM FAMIUAR WITH THE INFORMATION SUBMITTED HEREIN; AND BASED 
ON MY INQUIRY OF THOSE INDIVIDUALS IMMEDIATELY RESPONSIBLE FOR 
OBTAININQ THE INFORMATION. I BELIEVE THE SUBMITTEO INFORMATION 
IS TRUE, ACCURATE AND COMPLETE. I AM AWARE THAT THERE ARE SIG
NIFICANT PENALTIES FOR SUBMITTINQ FALSE INFORMATION, INCLUDING 
THE POSSIBILITY OF FINE AND IMPRISONMENT. SEE 18 U.S.C. t 1001 AND 
33 U.S.C. { 1319. (Penalties under Ihese siatuies may include fines up to tlO.OOO 
and or maximum imprisonment o f between 6 months and S yean.) 

S IGNATURE OF PRINCIPAL EXECUTIVE 

OFFICER OR AUTHORIZED AGENT 

TELEPHONE D A T E 

Sf>5 586 0212 

•RRIT 
CODE 

90 

NUMBER YEAR 

10 

MO 

?? 

DAY 

COMMENT AND EXPLANATION OF ANY VtOLAVONS (Ktfertnce allailachmenu here) 

( P A S ^ a 0 : P A I L ' 1) n z p o r n PASS AS 'r.;' lit'OliT TAIL k i • ! IS' • ) ' " ' • . ? ' . .A r i . j : i A W ; \ h n \ i r . 

EPA Form 3320>1 (Rev. 9 ^ ) Previous edI t loM may be used. (REPLACES EPA FORM T40 WHICH MAY NOT BE USED.) 
0'V.iU . - / ' M i V i 1 I I PAGE OF 

file:///r.3-o
file:///hn/ir
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 2 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

CERIODAPHNIA DUBIA SURVIVAL AND REPRODUCTION TEST 

Permittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

S<-yCic/,Q 
Time of 
"sliding 0% 

9̂ c 

PERCENT SURVIVAL 

Percent effluent (%) 

' ^ • 

Z i f c 
i0%' 100% 

% at % at 1/2 
low flow low flow 

% % •'• 

24h 

48h 

bX-day 

IOO 

/OO 

(OO 

/oo 
IOO 

IOO 

/oo 
/GO 

/oo 

/CO 

/oo 
/CO 

IOO 

90 • 
^o 

/oo 
loc 
'So 

IOO 

/ O D 

IOO 

(OO 

IC^D 

IOO 

1 . F i s h e r ' s Exact T e s t : 

I s t h e mean s u r v i v a l a t 7 days s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i f f e r e n t (p=0 .05) than 
t h e c o n t r o l s u r v i v a l f o r t h e % e f f l u e n t co r respond ing t o : 

a. 
b. 

LOW FLOW: 
1/2 LOW FLOW: ~ 

YES 
YES 

^Z' NO 
i ^ ' N O 

2'. Dunnett's Procedure or Steel 's Many-One Rank Test as appropriate: 

Is the mean number of young produced per female s ign i f i can t l y di f ferent 
(p>0.05) than the control 's number of young per female for the % eff luent 
corresponding t o : 

YES y / ^ NO 
YES > NO 

a . LOW FLOW: 
b . 1/2 LOW FLOW: 

3 . En te r pe rcen t e f f l u e n t co r respond ing t o each NOEL below and c i r c l e 
lowes t number: 

a . NOEL s u r v i v a l = / O O 
b . NOEL r e p r o d u c t i o n « 

% effluent 
3 1 % effl uent 

4. If you answered NO to l.a. and̂  2.a., enter [P]; otherwise enter [F]: _r_ 

5. Enter response to item 4 on DMR Form, Parameter No. TEP3B. 

6. If you answered NO to l.b. and[ 2.b., enter [P]; otherwise enter TFI: r 
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 1 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

CERIODAPHNIA DUBIA SURVIVAL AND REPRODUCTION TEST 

Permittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0Q22306 

Composite collected FROM: cs?5os-i.̂ Cfî -b'̂ ffl/pm 'V/c l / /z /^ / /H date 
TO: i7jriz'5. icy< am/pm % / '^,/,4 y T T " date 

Test initiated: LSH"^ a m ^ ' 9-//-90 date 

: r.\ 

Dilution water u s e d : ^ Receiving water ] | ^ Reconstituted water//\u''^<^0/^ 

NUMBER OF YOUNG PRODUCED PER FEMALE 0 X.DAYS 

—V Percent effluent (%) 

REP 0% 
'V^ l?s-Z Sifo so?o 
y c X lex .38% 100% 

% at % at 1/2 
low flow low flow 

% % 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

J 

ZZ 

^6 
3W 

ZS 

ZH 
ZZ 

^6 

-̂ H 
Z3 

IH 

7-Z. 
' - • • - . . - • 

ZH 

Z 3 

zS 
^H 
n 

1 

zz 
ZW 

ZH 

ZH 

Z7 

Z 3 

31 

Z8 

ZO 

Z6 

/9 
Z9 

Z 3 

z/ 
Z 3 

ZY 

3 3 

a 
3 3 

IS' 

IS' 
ZH 

2 3 

0 

17 
/ ^ 

'7/ 

ri 

^ ( 

n 
-ZI 

ZH 
i\ 

\ ^ 

16 

IS 

IS 
\ Z 

IZ-

7 

0 
\S 
S" 

a '̂ 
XI 

.23 

3 | 

a^ 
i i o 

J6. 

l-̂  
a^ 
53 

a/ 

2 3 

^V 

3 5 

n 
S J 

)'2 

/ 8 

JLV 
as 
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Permittee: 
NPDES No.: 

TABLE 1 

SHEET 3 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

FATHEAD MINNOW LARVAE GROWTH AND SURVIVAL TEST 
(Pimephales promelas) 

Molycorp, Inc . 
NM0022306 

Composite co l l ec ted FROM: oi;7rn^/'y rf;/.r<aiB/Pin V^ 1^?/K/ date 
TO: ,2.?cy?/s IOI'T &mimV/c n/,?:y,c^ date 

Test i n i t i a t e d : ] < : ^ T am/Si; 9 - ) \ - 9 0 date 

Dilution water used: | | Receiving water TTT Reconstituted water(^u;*vo/^ 

DATA TABLE FOR GROWTH OF FATHEAD MINNOWS 

Effluent 
Cone. (%) 

Average Dry Weight 
i'n milligrams in 
r ep l i ca t e chambers 

MEAN 
DRY 
WEIGHT 

Sc^iC'^ 

0% 

yf^iz 

yiî -A 

isi^ifc 

m-^o/'c 

100% 

Low Flow 

1/2 Low F l o w 
% 

A 

0.7^ 

0.b3 

O.S-/ 

0.6H 

O.H^ 

0.79 

0.31 

OMH 

B 

0.63 

0.6V 

0.^6 

O.S^ 

0 .7^ 

-¥• 

o.^^ 

0.5i<e' 

c 

0.6/ 

0.7V 

G.V? 

0.79 

O.%0 

O.'feV 

o.̂ t̂ 

o.-n 

D 

0.67 

0.79 

C'.73 

0.70 

0.69 

O.S-/ 

0-75 

07O 

mg 

0.^67 

0.700 

0.6'^S' 

O.IHS 

C.6SO 

C.^-/^ 
0.(i>*V'S 

c:'>H^ 

cv%* 

(Z.^H 

n./^y 

zz.^v 
/Z.97 

1̂ 1/70 

3.0Sf 

g^.^'y 

/-^.*?7 

J t ^ t . -to TicXi«i<^<i^ a r r o . ' 

J^ \y\ 
'iU) 

* coefficient of variation « standard deviation x 100/mean 

1. Dunnett's Procedure: 

Is the mean dry weight (growth) at 7 days effluent significantly 
different (p=0.05) than the control 's dry weight (growth) for the 
% effluent corresponding to : 

a . LOW FLOW: YES v / ^ NO 
b . 1 /2 LOW FLOW: H H YES \ ^ NO 
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( O I C J 

TABLE 1 

SHEET 4 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

FATHEAD MINNOW LARVAE GROWTH AND SURVIVAL TEST 
(Pimephales promelas) 

Permittee: Holycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

DATA TABLE FOR FATHEAD MINNOW SURVIVAL 

Effluent 
Cone. (%) 

Percent Survival 
in repl icate 
chambers 

MEAN PERCENT 
SURVIVAL 

Su>C lo/^o 

0% 

yii-7o 

n\h7c 

iei:sif. 

^B%ifQ7r^ 

100% 

Low Flow 

1/2 Low Flow 
% 

A 

ICC 

100 

ICO 

90 

" ^ 

100 

\oo 

^ o 

B 

IOO 

/oo 
/oo 

/CO 

/oo 

• — 

i06 

/OO 

C 

70 
9o-

/ G O 

/GO 

loo" 

/OO 

(OO 

100 

D 

/OO 

9o 

90 

/oo 

?c 

^c 
9C3 

JOO 

24h 

IOC 
^ l . S 

IoO 

1{V 
/oo 

ICO 
\oo 

JOO 

48h 

/oo 
975 

ICO 

loo 

lOO 

icO 
160 

/OO 

7-day 

9Z,o' 

95.0 

97.3' 

9 7 5 

92.5 

96.7 
^7.'-^ 

^ 7 5 " 

CV%* 

/UZ, 

(,C^ 

513 

5.13 

D - ^ 

597 
r'./3 

5:^5 

* coefficient of var iat ion " standard deviation x lOO/mean 

2. Dunnett's Procedure or Steel 's Many-One Rank Test as appropriate: :ir- •L/ 

'lOX-

Is the mean survival at 7 days s ign i f icant ly d i f fe ren t (p«0.05) than 
the control survival for the % effluent corresponding t o : 

a . LOW FLOW: 
b . 1/2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES • p ^ NO 

3 . Enter percent e f f l u e n t co r respond ing t o each NOEL be low and c i r c l e 
lowest number: 

a. NOEL survival /OO % eff luent 
b. NOEL growth = ^ c r g % e f f l u e n t 

4. I f you answered NO to l . a . and_ 2.a. , enter [ P ] ; otherwise enter [ F ] : r 

5 . Enter response t o i t e m 4 on DMR Form, Parameter No. TEP6C. 

6. I f you answered NO to l . b . ^nd^ 2.b. , enter [ P ] ; otherwise enter [ F ] : j ^ 



ta imty t^anie/ LuLuuun {J a^jjutiU) 

NAME MOLYCORP 

ADDRESSP. 0 . BOX 

Q l H i S . T A _ . 

inc. 
usg 

QUESTA D I ? . 

JUl_a2S5^ 

FACILITY 

LOCATION 

(2-16) (17-19) 

NM0022306 
PERMIT NUMBER 

T X l A 
DISCHARGE NUMBER 

FROM 

ATTM; DAVID R SHOEMAKER, GEM. SUPT. 

MONITORING PERIOD 

YEAR 

yu 
MO 

1(J 

DAY 

U l 
TO 

YEAR 

yu 
MO 

1 1 

DAY 

J l 

(20-21) (22-23) (24-25) (26-27) (28-29) (30-31) 

F - FINAL 
TOXICITY REPORTIMG 

HAJOR 
NOTE: Read Ins t ruc t ions be lo re comp le t i ng th is lo 

PARAMETER 
(32-37) 

LF P / F STATHE 7DAY C 

MR C E A I O D A P H H I A 

r B P 3 B 1 0 0 

EFFLUENT GHOSS VALUE 

LF P /F STATRE 7DAY 
:HR PIHEPHALES 
r B P 6 C 1 0 0 

EFFLUENT GROSS VALOE 

^ L T P / F S T A T R E 7DAY 

: H R C E R I O D A P H N I A 

r F P 3 B 1 0 0 

EFPLURNT Gf iOSS VAT.OR 

HLF P / F STATHE 7DAY 

CHR P I M E P H A L E S 

r r P 6 C 1 0 0 

E F F L U E H T GROSS VALUE 

^ ^ 

^ 

^X 
SAMPLE 

MEASUREMENT 

PERMIT % 
REQUIREMENT J 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

PERMIT :? 
REQUIREMENT; 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

J, PERMIT ' 
REQUIREMENT" 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

K PERMIT •• 
REQUIREMENT '. 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

: PEPMIT . 
REQUIREMENT ? 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

PERMIT j ' 
REQUIREMENT 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

r'-: PERMIT- • ! : 
H^QUIFJEMPNT'J^. 

NAMEMTLE PRINCIPAL EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

D a v i d R. Shoemaker 

Mine Manager 

TYPED OH PRINTED 

(3 Cord Only) QUANTITY OR LOADING 
(46-53) (54-61) 

AVERAGE 

* « « * « « 

^HHf^tftn 

, i^iifi^ifitfti 

4c4t«:ec«:4: 

'• i "V. '" 

«4C<C$4C4E 

#*•**« 

; ' - . . • , . ^ .-

. " • • 1 ' ; i i i •? .-"if -.'•••= c 
• • • v . ) • [ , : O ',•:'•• 

MAXIMUM 

^ ^ ^ ^ i ^ • ! ^ ^ f ^ 

• • . ' . • • 

){::((4:>Ji4c« 

I f i t i f tH t t f * 

* * * * * * 

;4 iA4 i< t«4 i « 

* « * « « ! > 

. i^i^i^t^i^i^ -.« 

' " ' - • • * , 

- * • 

W i •̂. 

UNITS 

«!*« 

* « * • > 

* * * 

(4 Card Only) QUALITY OR C O N C E N T R A T I O N 
(38-45) (46-53) (54-61) 

M I N I M U M 

i : t ; } : 4c :>«<c 

4: )>««:« : :> 

f c ^ c ^ ^ ^ c ^ c 

«»4c^:9c4c 

:»]:c4:4:4c4: 

i ^ i f t ^ t H t f ^ 

4 C 4 E 4 [ « « « 

4 :«4c4:4>« 

• : 

* 

' ..; 

1 CERTIFY UNDER PENALTY OF LAW THAT 1 HAVE PERSONALLY EXAMINED 
ANO AM FAMILIAR WITH THE INFORMATION SUBMITTEO HEREIN; AND BASED 
ON MY INQUIRY OF THOSE INDIVIDUALS IMMEDIATELY RESPONSIBLE FOR 
OBTAINING THE INFORMATION. 1 BELIEVE TIIE SUBMITTEO INFOnMATION 
IS TRUE, ACCURATE ANO COMPLETE. 1 AM AWARE THAT THERE ARE SIG
NIFICANT PENALTIES FOR SUBMITTINQ FALSE INFORMATION, INCLUDINQ 
THE POSSIBILITY OF FINE AND IMPRISONMENT. SEE 18 U.S.C. i 1001 AND 

andorm axlmum Imprisonment ofbt tween 6 montlis and S years ) 

AVERAGE 

0 

REPORT 

D A I L Y AV 

0 

REPORT 

D A I L Y AV 

1 

REPORT 

D A I L Y AV 

0 

REPORT 

D A I L Y AV 

M A X I M U M 

<::Cc •>:>'>-> 

«<.-4i«4i4: I 

««:>:><:» 

^< : i>««« I 

'%-'vV3^^55£ 

<:<:::t;^4c<( . | 

« « « « « * 

«44:4<«4c I 

' 

/^^^A-^ ,̂ /U--v-^ 
SIGNATURE OF PRINCIPAL EXECUTIVE 

OFFICER OR AUTHORIZED AGENT 

UNITS 

ASS = 0 

F A I L = 1 

A S S = 0 

F A T L = : 

ASS = 0 

F A I L = 1 

ASS = 0 

F A I L = 1 

NO. 
EX 

162-63) 

0 

FREQUENCY 
OF 

ANALYSIS 
(64-68) 

1/OTR 

£ 

C( 

CTRLY ( 0 

0 1/OTR o 
( T R L Y . C O 

l/QfTR o 
( TRLY C O 

0 

c 

TELEPHONE 

U 
505 

AhfeA 
CODE 

585 7601 

NUMBER 

l /OTR o 
TRLY C C 

^ 

, 

D A T l 

91 

YEAR 

U i 

MO 

COMMENT AND EXPLANATION OF ANY VIOLATIONS (Rtferenceallallachmenishere) 

(PASS = 0 FAIL = 1) REPORT PASS AS 'O' REPORT FAIL AS •!' IN CONCENTRATION AVG ABOVE. 

EPA Fo rm 3320-1 (Rev. 9-68) Previous ed i t ions m a y be used. (REPLACES EPA FORM T-40 WHICH MAY NOT BE USED.) 

003a3/900525-1010 
PAGE 
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Page 8 of PART 

TABLE 1 

SHEET 4 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

FATHEAD MINNOW LARVAE GROWTH AND SURVIVAL TEST 
(Pimephales promelas) 

' " ^ / / / / 

P e n n i t t e e : Molycorp, Inc . 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

DATA TABLE FOR FATHEAD MINNOW SURVIVAL 

Effluent 
Cone. (%) 

Percent Survival 
in replicate 
chambers 

MEAN PERCENT 
SURVIVAL 

0% 

.H 
18% 

30«% 

S"03flX 

1 0 0 % 

Low Flow / ^ % 

1/2 Low Flow 
^ / % 

A 

Ro 

9o 

% 

qo 
qo 
^o 
io 

9o 

B 

qo 
so 
ho 

(ol 

^o 

((XI 

GO 

(Jl 

c 

-=uo 
so 
ioO 

T:?-

29 

(ho 
60 

77 

D 

9o 
1-0 

?0 

qo 
-=\o 
qo 
-70 

fo 

24h 

hs>0 

q̂ .-̂ n 

q^.^r 

loo 

ICO 

q^.c 
p i i . ^ 

/ao 

48h 

qo 

q^.'T 

qz*?-

q^.'T 

loo 

97.^ 
9^.r-

97.< 

7-day 

^ ^ 

^2.*^ 

1 0 

^ ^ ^ 
J^" '̂"? 
^ < ; -

7Z.^ 
7^ 

^ 1 . 

CV%^ 

II.^CD 

23_% 

2 0 ^ 

13.^ 

LUzZ^ 

2 0 . tog 

50. 

i37^ 

" " ^ 

* coefficient of variation ° standard deviation x lOO/mean 

2. Dunnett's Procedure or Steel 's Many-One Rank Test as appropriate: 

Is the mean survival at 7 days significantly different (p«>0.05) than 
the control survival for the % effluent corresponding to : 

t /^NO a . LOW FLOW: 
b . 1/2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES NO 

3 . Enter percent eff luent corresponding to each NOEL below and c i r c l e 
lowest number: 

a . NOEL survival 
b . NOEL g r o w t h = 

/oO % eff luent 
/ U U Ta effl uent 

4 . If you answered NO to l . a . and^ 2 . a . , en ter [ P ] ; otherwise en te r [ F ] : _£__ 

5 . Enter response to item 4 on DMR Form, Parameter No. TEP6C. 

6 . If you answered NO to l . b . _and̂  2 . b . , enter [ P ] ; otherwise en te r [F l : ' 
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Permit No. NM0022306 Page 7 of PART I I I 

TABLE 1 

SHEET 3 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

FATHEAD MINNOW LARVAE GROWTH AND SURVIVAL TEST 
(Pimephales promelas) 

Permit tee: Molycorp, I n c . 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

Composite co l lec ted FROM: u^co.cgf6|0?^<^pm ^lo^Viz^Vm 
TO: \i.^c.a^^\ix>n m i M ) 'V»o'j'^i2-tV|( 

Test in i t ia ted: "t^H^^lfoOO ara/(@ |2-| |-qo 

date 
2/Vf. date 

da te 

D i l u t i o n water used: I I Receiving water T X Reconst i tu ted wa te rRCJL )#MM3 

DATA TABLE FOR GROWTH OF FATHEAD MINNOWS 
k. 

Effluent 
Cone. (S) 

Average Dry Weight 
i'n milligrams in 
replicate chambers 

MEAN 
DRY 
WEIGHT 

0% 

9M 

18% 

.^IN1% 

^ 3 0 % 

100% 

Low F l o w / ^ % 

1/2 Low Flow 
^ i % 

A 

0 3 O 

O.Z^ 

0.^ 
0.3:2 

0.5^ 

0 . ^ . 
^.S7 

0 . ^ 

B 

0.% 

0.B2 

0.3O 

o.̂ ^ 
o . q ^ 

O.BS" 

O.'^dD 

O.HS 

c 

0:20 

C3-2-

0).!^ 

C.M3 

0q4, 

0.2«? 
0,2<? 

^J.S'J 

D 

0./8 

0.|(^ 

0,^-^ 

0.^3 

0.3fc 

03q 
o.a7 

<3.^J 

mg 

0.26?0 

n.26€ 

0 . ^ 1 0 

O.qoB 

o.^c:^ 
0.3(0 
0.3./0 

^-^0:3 

cv%* 

32.<oq 

x .̂m 

\^S'=r 

iB.t,T-

ll.s^ 
:iH.iq 

( 3 . ^ ^ 

/ j . ^ - s -

* coefficient of variation o standard deviation x 100/mean 

1. Dunnett's Procedure: 

Is the mean dry weight (growth) at 7 days effluent significantly 
different (p*0.05) than the control's dry weight (growth) for the 
% effluent corresponding to: 

a. LOW FLOW: 
b. 1/2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES 

i ^ NO 
u^ NO 
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 2 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

CERIODAPHNIA DUBIA SURVIVAL AND REPRODUCTION TEST 

Permittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0Q22306 

PERCENT SURVIVAL 

Time of 
Reading 

24h 

48h 

<ot-day 

0% 

IOO 

\Oa 

loo 

%% 

\Cyn 

ioo 

CO 

Percent 

18% 

ioo 

loo 

100 

eff luent (%) 

! i% S i 
loo 

loo 

IOO 

100 

IOO 

loo 

1002 

oo 
\ao 
\oo 

% at 
low flow 

13 % 

\OU> 

t o o 

IOO 

% at 1/2 
low flow 

21 % 

/C>D 

lOO 

IOO 

Fisher's Exact Test: 

Is the mean survival at 7 days significantly different (p=0.05) than 
the control survival for the % effluent corresponding to: 

a. LOW FLOW: 
b. 1/2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES ^ 

- ^ • 1 ^ 

NO 
NO 

2, Dunnett's Procedure or Steel's Many-One Rank Test as appropriate: 

Is the mean number of young produced per female significantly different 
(p»0.05) than the control's number of young per female for the % effluent 
corresponding to: 

V ^ NO 
NO 

a. LOW FLOW: 
b. 1/2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES 

4, 

5, 

5. 

Enter percent effluent corresponding to each NOEL below and circle 
lowest number: 

a. NOEL survival = IQO % effluent 
b. NOEL reproduction = \ 9 , % effluent 

If you answered NO to l.a. and_ 2.a., enter [P]; otherwise enter [F]: P 

Enter response to item 4 on DMR Form, Parameter No. TEP3B. 

If you answered NO to l.b. and 2.b.. pntpr rpT- n+v,o-.,..-;̂ ~ --*-- r'"''- ^. 
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TABLE 1 

SHEET 1 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

CERIODAPHNIA DUBIA SURVIVAL AND REPRODUCTION TEST 

Permittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

Composite collected FROM: ogco.cav) c->-̂ .<<'am)[pm '^o > \ ' ^ n p / \ i ^ date 
TO: jT-KT i«o. i^c aro/pm\ 'V|Oj \iin^ '̂ /j date 

Test initiated: —i-z.-[i ^ O - am/fpm) IZ-| i-qp date 

Dilution water used: '•' Receiving water T ^ Reconstituted water l?t01tt.^M3 

NUMBER OF YOUNG PRODUCED PER FEMALE 0 ̂ ^ DAYS 

—, Percent effluent (%) 

REP 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

J 

0% 

31 

^ 

24, 

2 5 

2.6, 

3 0 

2 S 

^ • ^ 

'23 

3 - 1 -

«1% 

a3 

3.4 

2.3 

3-^ 

; i a 

:m 
Zito 

;23 

2.3 

i 5 

18% 

^ 5 

3 0 

:5^ 
2.1 

2.1-

2IX 

a.> 
^ 3 

22. 

1^ 

i l 
10% 

2 ^ 

2 3 

2M 

12. 

0 ^ 

I I S 

^<^ 

a.H 

R 

^*3 

so 
3«% 

23 

- D ^ 

2 3 

'^H 

R 
212. 

:iH 

2 ^ 

^ < ^ 

an 

100% 

iq 

^ 

i ^ 

(5 

I'x 

13 

^ \ 

lo 

l;̂  
11 

% at 
low flow 

i « % 

.so 

^ 

• ^ / 

^7 

=2 7 " 

^ 3 

^ Q . 

/s 

% at 1/2 
low f low 
3 1 % 

•3J 

,5..S 

^ 

/ :L 

2.2-

.5.S' 

^ ^ 

^ i V 

/ -? 

^ % 



t *aiii>iy m ^ t i e / i . a t a u o n j f O U l e n e n ^ ^ 

NAME MOLYCOnP . 
AOORESS P. 0 . BOX 

QUESTA 

CMC 
169 

QUESTA D I V . 

HH 

• 

8 7 5 5 6 

FACILITY 

LOCATION 

DISCHARQFhONITORINGREP0nTr£>MM; 
(2-16) (17-19) r - FINAL 

SAAC POTT 

NM0022306 
PERMIT NUMBER 

TXl A 
DISCHARGE NUMBER 

F R O M 

ATTN: DAVID R SHOEWAKER, GEN. SUPT. 

MONITORING PERIOD 
YEAR 

-rt 
MO 

- ^ 
(20-21) (22-23) (2425) 

TO 
YEAR 

- 9 1 : 
MO 

-cry 
DAY 

-rr 

TOXICITY REPORTING 

MAJOR 
(26-27) (28-29) (30-31) NOTE: Read Instructions belore completing this lorm. 

PARAMETER 
(3237) 

(3 Card Only) QUANTITY OR LOADING 
(46-53) (54-61) 

AVERAGE MAXIMUM UNITS 

(4 Curd Only) 
(3845) 

QUALITY o n C O N C E N T R A T I O N 
(46-53) (54-61) 

M I N I M U M AVERAGE M A X I M U M UNITS 

NO. 
EX 

(62-63) 

IMIUULNCY 
Ot 

ANALYSIS 
IA4-68) 

SAMPI 
TVPE 

16V JO) 

LF P / F STA 
liR CERIODA 
rBP3B 1 
EFFLUENT G 

THE 7DAY C 
PHNIA 
0 0 
ROSS VALUE 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

< i : > < : < ( « « « : » 4 : : » : ) [ « <::;c4c.^>^4: 
0 

PERMIT 
REQUIREMENT'. 

4:«:^4i4[4: REPORT 
DAILY AV 

HfH^tf^a^^/lf I ASS^O 
FAIL= 

(TRLY (:GflP2 

LF P/F STATRE 7DAY 
: H R PIHEPHALES 

rEP6C 1 0 0 
EFFLUEHT GROSS VALUE 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

«4:4c4:«4 :»:»4:4«4: 4 : « « « : ^ « « « 4 E :»:»<: 

0 
. PERMIT 

REQUIREMENT 

I f l f l t p t f t f iCciQc^l^^iOc REPORT 
DAILY IV 

StS:«««jJi J ASS = 0 
FAIL= 

(TRLY <:0MP2 

HLF P/F ST 
CHR CERIOD 
fFP3B 1 
EFFLUENT 6 

ATRE 7DAY 
APHNIA 
0 0 
ROSS VALUEl 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

«<:«<: :»4> :S:4c«<:«« «:^$:»:>^ : ^ i i i : ^ i j f * i i i i 

• PERMIT . ' ' ^ 
REQUIREMENT . 

'^4>««4i<e « I 9 c 4 i < i ^ : ^ ^ REPORT 
DAILY AV 

:«c i^^:» i ;c« I ASS = 0 
FAIL= 

(iTRLY rOHP2 

ILF P / F STATHE 7DAY 
CHR PIHEPHALES 
r r P 6 C 1 0 0 
EFFLUENT GROSS VALUE 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

4c4c«4c^4: « ^ « i 4 [ « : » :):;̂ 4:4!4:4: t | i t ^^ i )H i i i ) i 

0 
; PERMIT 
REQUIREMENT 

:i9i4i4i»:9c« i » 4 i « « « 4 i « ««:»4c4c4i REPORT 
PAH.Y AV 

«<:4(^<c4c I ASS = 0 

F A I L = 
(TRLY i:0tlP2 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

PERMIT -̂  
REQUIREMENJ 

T^ 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

. PERMIT 
REQUIREMENT ' 

SAMPLE 
MEASUREMENT 

PERMIT 
REQUIREMENT 

NAME/TITLE PHINCIPAL EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

David R. Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 

TYPED OR PRINTED 

I CERTIFY UNDER PENALTY OF LAW THAT I HAVE PERSONALLY EXAMINED 
AND AM FAMILIAR WITH THE INFORMATION SUBMinEO HEREIN; AND BASED 
ON MY INOUIMY OF 1IIOU1! INDIVIUUALU |MM|:I>IA1LLY MLUI'ONUIULL IUM 
OBTAININQ THE INFORMATION. I BELIEVE THE SUBMITTED INFORMATION 
IS TRUE, ACCURATE ANO COMPLETE. I AM AWARE THAT THERE ARE SIG 
NIFICANT PENALTIES FOR SUBMITTING FALSE INFORMATION, INCLUDING 
THE POSSIBILITY OF FINE AND IMPRISONMENT. SEE 18 U.S.C. ( 1001 AND 
33 U.S.C. I 1319. (Penalties under these staiutes may include fines up to tlO.OOO 
and or maximum Imprisonmeni a/between 6 months and i years.) 

/ ^ . . J J K / ^ j V v - > - ^ ' ^ 
SIGNATURE OF PRINCIPAL EXECUTIVE 

OFFICER OR AUTHORIZED AGENT 

TELEPHONE O A T E 

505 
AREA 
COPE 

586-7601 91 
NUMBER YEAR 

04 
MO 

08 
OA 

COMMENT AND EXPLANATION OF ANY VIOUTIONS (Rtfertnct all allachmenis here) 

(PASS = 0 FAIL = 1) REPORT PASS AS '0* REPORT PAIL AS »!• IN CONCENTRATION AVG ABOVE. 

EPA Form 3320-1 (Rev. 9 ^ ) Previous editions may be used. (REPLACES EPA FORM T-40 WHICH MAY NOT BE USED.) 

nn^nu/Qrios^s-T HI M 
PAGE OF 
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Permit No. NM0022306 Page 8 of PART III 

TABLE 1 

SHEET 4 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

FATHEAD MINNOW LARVAE GROWTH AND SURVIVAL TEST 
(Pimephales promelas) 

Permittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

DATA TABLE FOR FATHEAD MINNOW SURVIVAL 

Effluent 
Cone. (%) 

Percent Survival 
in replicate 
chambers 

MEAN PERCENT 
SURVIVAL 

0% 

A 1% 

1̂ 3% 

3iNl% 

563q% 

100% 

Low Flow % 

1/2 Low Flow 
% 

A 

qo 

^ 0 

qo 
Q|0 

IOO 

(CO 
"10 

^ 0 

B 

lOo 
qo 
•loo 
Qo 

*2o 

l(DcJ 
iOO 

')o 

c 

oo 
IOC 

(CO 

[(yo 
qo 
QO 
/oo 

IQO 

D 

So 
^ 0 
<?o 

^ 

^ 6 

%o 
HO 

yo 

24h 

/OO 

Oo 
oo 
ioo 
\oo 
loo 

\oo 

too 

48h 

loo 
loo 
q?.^ 
(OO 

loo 
q i . ^ 
^ x ^ 

/oo 

7-day 

Q s -

qz.^ 
qz.^ 
^ . b ^ 

qo 
qz.c 
?j..i-

s ^ ; ^ 

cv%^ 
( o , C ^ 

^Al 
\o-^^ 
lH.3g 

9.01-
10.3^ 

/^,Y 

WV 

* coeff ic ient of variat ion = standard deviat ion x lOO/mean 

2. Dunnett's Procedure or Steel 's Many-One Rank Test as appropriate: 

Is the mean survival at 7 days s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i f ferent (p=0.05) than 
the control survival for the % ef f luent corresponding to : 

YES v / ^ NO 
YES ; ^ ^ NO 

Wl 

a . LOW FLOW: 
b. 1/2 LOW FLOW: 

3. Enter percent eff luent corresponding to each NOEL below and c i r c l e 
lowest number: 

IOO % ef f luent a. NOEL survival = 
b. NOEL growth = IQQ % ef f luent 

4- I f you answered NO to l . a . and_ 2 . a . , enter [ P ] ; otherwise enter [ F ] : _£__ 

5. Enter response to item 4 on DMR Form, Parameter No. TEP6C. 

6. I f you answered NO to l . b . and_ 2 . b . , enter [ P ] ; otherwise enter [ F ] : _ ^ 



I ^ . i & ^ 2.iXC4>l^l 

Permit No. NM0022306 Page 7 of PART I I I 

TABLE 1 

SHEET 3 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

FATHEAD MINNOW LARVAE GROWTH AND SURVIVAL TEST 
(Pimephales promelas) 

Permi t tee : Molycorp, I n c . 
NPOES No.: NM0022306 

Composite co l lec ted FROM:ob-y)6fe^c.ofcir^pm ^n^"^([rs, '=>i^ date 
TO: 10^. 10 wo J igy)&^pm l̂ nV ^i^" '^vr date 

Tiri 
Test initiated:v^<1fcH§ MOZ) a m / ^ 3 - \ ' Z - ^ \ date 

I Z P Dilut ion water used: I j Receiving water TiX Reconsti tuted water 

DATA TABLE FOR GROWTH OF FATHEAD MINNOWS 

Effluent 
Cone. (%) 

Average Dry Weight 
i'n mil l igrams in 
r e p l i c a t e chambers 

A B C ( 

0% 

ia9 

3% B 

^ % 3 | 

30%^^ 

100% 

Low Flow % 

1/2 Low Flow 
% 

O.M^4 

0.^/ 

0.3 I 

0.̂=̂  

Q ^ ^ 

0.<3 

0 Z \ 

o^i 

6*5^ 

0.^(c 

C 'SI 

OMo 

OM^ 

0.«5q 

CJ.Sl 

o.>^o 

O.sl-

oac^ 

QMS 

0.«-l6 

OMM 

(Jo's 

o,^^ 

0.3:^ 

Ci2i 

03[n 

0<i?0 

O-'iTS 
0 . ^ 2 . 

O.2C0 

MEAN 
DRY 
WEIGHT 

mg CV%^ 

O.MgO 

O.S3s" 

OMl'T 

0.4q3 

0.SM3 

0.95O 
^."^S 

O. '̂T 

IH.T^ 

IK^q 

i@.q<r-

iz.iq> 

Ife.'q-

2.qo 
/f.a 

; a . 2 -

* coefficient of variation - standard deviation x lOO/mean 

1. Dunnett's Procedure: 

Is the mean dry weight (growth) at 7 days effluent significantly 
different (p=0.05) than the contro l ' s dry weight (growth) for the 
% effluent corresponding t o : 

'̂ 1 

a . LOW FLOW: 
b . 1 / 2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES 

/ 
^ 

L NO 
NO 



fOKi^ 3/iJ<^/^( 

Permit No. NM0022306 Page 6 of PART H I 

TABLE 1 

SHEET 2 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

CERIODAPHNIA DUBIA SURVIVAL AND REPRODUCTION TEST 

Permittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

Time of 
Reading 0% 1. 

PERCENT SURVIVAL 

Percent effluent (%) 

/ ^ 3^ 
20% 100% 

% at % at 1/2 
low f l o w low f l o w 

/ ^ % S l % 

24h 

48h 

7-day 

/ 0 6 

/OO 

/OO 

laO 

/OO 

IOO 

/GO 

/oo 
/oo 

fo 

'=̂0 

^6? 

/oO 

/oo 
/oo 

/oo 

/ao 
/oo 

IOO 

/OD 

/(X) 

^ 0 

7a 
"IO 

Fisher's Exact Test: 

Is the mean survival at 7 days significantly different (p=0.05) than 
the control survival for the % effluent corresponding to: 

a. 
b. 

LOW FLOW: 
1/2 LOW FLOW: ~ 

YES 
YES 

V ^ NO 
i ^ NO 

2. Dunnett's Procedure or Steel's Many-One Rank Test as appropriate: 

Is the mean number of young produced per female significantly different 
(p"0.05) than the control's number of young per female for the % effluent 
corresponding to: 

a. 
b. 

LOW FLOW: 
1/2 LOW FLOW: 

YES 
YES 

^ NO 
i ^ NO 

4, 

5. 

5. 

Enter percent effluent corresponding to each NOEL below and circle 
lowest number: 

a. NOEL survival = 1^0 % effluent 
b. NOEL reproduction = / Q P % effluent 

If you answered NO to l.a. and 2.a., enter [P]; otherwise enter [F]: / 

Enter response to item 4 on OMR Form, Parameter No. TEP3B. 

If you answered NO to l.b. and 2.b., enter [P]; otherwise critor [r]; / > 
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Permit No. NM0022306 Page 5 of PART III 

TABLE 1 

SHEET 1 OF 4 

BIOMONITORING REPORTING 

CERIODAPHNIA DUBIA SURVIVAL AND REPRODUCTION TEST 

Permittee: Molycorp, Inc. 
NPDES No.: NM0022306 

4 0<4>iCi 
i o S O 

Composite col lec ted FROM: (X>-^/cx^i^ ( ^ p m s/u.SJi^^ t n ^ date 
TO: »o3o/ ,aHo înXpiii sm,3t'y^ 3 1 / ^ date 

Test i n i t i a t e d : l ^ l ^ am/(fm) 3 / /2 .n I date 

Dilution water used: | | Receiving water tM Reconstituted water 

NUMBER OF YOUNG PRODUCED PER FEMALE @ 7 DAYS 

Percent effluent (%) 

REP 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

J 

0% 

n 
X'i 

3 3 

m 
j n 

2 D 

2.H 

^t 
0 ^ 

J / 

2 2 

:2V 

J J O 

/*1 

Z D 

3 D 

^ 

^ ^ 

^ ^ 

3 1 

|4, 

JL? 

c?-3 

/ ^ 

^ ^ 

3 2 

20^ 

;^2 

• ^ 2 

5.0 

Ĵ % 

X7 

1% 

3 0 

fy\ 

d h 

Jt7 

A3 

2"^ 

S O 

O 

SO 
}(f% 

/ ^ 

/ V 

o27 

./<? 

a.1 

o ^ 

^ V 

J-V 

3.7 

/Z^ 

100% 

or 
a3 

/»f 

/*? 

<il8 

A3 

/9 

IO 

2 ^ 

% a t 
low flow 

/ S % 

Ma 

^ 7 

:a.3 
/H 

a-i 

%2. 

2,(x> 

a* 

2.1 

^J-O 

% at 1/2 
low flow 
3 / % 

:27 

/ 2 

3 0 

/ ^ 

a<^ 

^7 

^3 

i i ^ 

S O 

O 

^ ^ /7?«,/<-



SECTION VII 

ATTACHMENT SECTION FOEM 2C-IIA 
PROCESS FLOW DIAGRAM 



Attachment 
Section VIII 

To 
EPA Form 2C, Section II-A 

For Molycorp NPDES Permit Renewal 
NM0022306 

December 20, 1992 

J 
FLOW DIAGRAM OF MOLYCORP, INC. QUESTA OPERATION 

WATER 
INTAKE 

Domestic Use 
.^Wastewater Treatment Plant {DP-132) 

^ Septic Tanks 

Red River 
Columbine Wells 
Mill Yard Wells 
Spring Water 
UG Mine Drainage 

Mill Process 

MILL 
PROCESS 

Ore Crushing Facilities 

+ 
Flotation 

Tails* •M0S2 Concentrate-
to Dryer 

Water to Atmosphere 

Primary Settling Pond 

Secondary Settling Pond 

Final Settling Pond 

TAILINGS 
DISPOSAL 

WATER 
DISCHARGE 

Evaporation 

Mud Loss 

Seepage 

Treatment 
for Cyanide 
Removal 

(If Cyanide use 
is resumed) 

Ion Exchange 
Treatment PleUit Outfall 002 

Outfall 001 

"̂  Discharge to 
Red River 



SECTION VIII 

CONTRACT LABORATORY ANALYTICAL 
AND QUALITY CONTROL DATA 



/ JJ !1^ Analytical Technologies Jnc. 2709-D Pan American Freeway. NE Albuquerque. NM 87107 
Phone (505) 344-3777 FAX (505) 344-4413 

ATI I . D . 2 1 0 3 6 5 

December 01, 1992 

Molycorp, Inc. 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, NM 87556 

Project Name/Number: NPDES RENEWAL 

Attention: Fred Martinez 

On 10/26/92, Analytical Technologies, Inc. received a request to 
analyze aqueous sample(s). The sample(s) were analyzed with EPA 
methodology or equivalent methods. The results of these analyses 
and the quality control data, which follow each set of analyses, 
are enclosed. 

Enclosed please find the completed report for your samples. TOC 
and 8270 analyses were performed by ATI, San Diego. Total 
Phenolics, NH3, NO2/NO3, TKN, Metals, Oil & Grease, Color, 624, 
608, and Cyanide analyses were performed by ATI, Phoenix. Gross 
Alpha/Beta and Radium 226/228 analyses were performed by 
Barringer Laboratories. BOD analyses was performed by Aquatic 
Consulting & Testing. 2,3,7,8-TCDD (EPA 1613) analyses was 
performed by Alta Analytical Laboratories, Inc. 

The benzidine detection limit, by Method 8270 is above the permit 
requirements. Benzidine is a difficult compound to extract from 
water samples. This is the level of confidence achieved by more 
than one laboratory. 

Thank you for your patience and your business. If you have any 
questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact us at 
(505) 344-3777. 

Elizabeth Proffitt 
Laboratory Manager 

EP:td 
Enclosure Corporate Offices: 5550 Morefiouse Drive San Diego. CA 92121 (619) 458-9141 



/ \ AnalyticalTechnologies,lnc. 

CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 

MOLYCORP, INC. 
(NONE) 
NPDES RENEWAL 

DATE RECEIVED: 10/28/92 

REPORT DATE : 12/01/92 

ATI I.D, 210365 

ATI # CLIENT DESCRIPTION MATRIX DATE COLLECTED 

01 
02 

OUTFALL 002 
TRIP BLANK 

AQUEOUS 
AQUEOUS 

10/28/92 
10/13/92 

MATRIX 

AQUEOUS 

TOTALS 

# SAMPLES 

1 

ATI STANDARD DISPOSAL PRACTICE 

The samples from this project will be disposed of in thirty (30) days from the 
date of this report. If an extended storage period is required, please contact 
our sample control department before the scheduled disposal date. 



/ \ Analytical Technologies, Inc. 

GENERAL CHEMISTRY RESULT 

CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 

MOLYCORP, INC. 
(NONE) 
NPDES RENEWAL 

ATI I.D.: 210365 

SAMPLE 
I.D. # CLIENT I.D. 

01 OUTFALL 002 

PARAMETER 

MATRIX 

AQUEOUS 

DATE 
SAMPLED 

10/28/92 

UNITS 01 

DATE 
RECEIVED 

10/28/92 

TOTAL ORGANIC CARBON 
BIOCHEMICAL OXYGEN DEMAND 
BROMIDE 
CYANIDE, TOTAL 
COLOR 
SURFACTANTS 
AMMONIA AS NITROGEN 
NITRITE/NITRATE-N (TOTAL) 
OIL AND GREASE, GRAVIMETRIC 
PHENOLICS, TOTAL 
SULFIDE, TOTAL 
TOTAL KJELDAHL NITROGEN (EPA 
PHOSPHORUS, TOTAL (EPA 365.3 

MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
CPU 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 

2.6 
<2 
<0.3 
<0.01 
<1.0 
<0.02 
<0.03 
0.09 
<2 
<0.02 
<1 
<0.2 
0.07 



/ \ AnalyticalTechnologies,lnc. 

GENERAL CHEMISTRY - QUALITY CONTROL 

DUP/MS 

CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 

MOLYCORP, INC. 
(NONE) . 
NPDES RENEWAL 

ATI I.D, 
UNITS 

210365 
MG/L 

PARAMETERS REF. I.D, 
SAMPLE 
RESULT 

DUP. 
RESULT RPD 

SPIKED 
SAMPLE 

SPIKE 
CONC. REC 

TOTAL ORGANIC CARBON 
BIOCHEMICAL OXYGEN DEM 
BROMIDE 
CYANIDE, TOTAL 
SURFACTANTS 
AMMONIA AS NITROGEN 
NITRITE/NITRATE-N (TOT 
OIL AND GREASE, GRAVIM 
PHENOLICS, TOTAL 
SULFIDE, TOTAL 
TOTAL KJELDAHL NITROGE 
PHOSPHORUS, TOTAL 

21040201 
21098801 
21089901 
21093801 
21036501 
21096801 
21036301 
21149904 
21036501 
21036501 
21036501 
21036501 

1.3 
<2 
1.2 
<0.01 
<0.02 
<0.03 
4.1 
<2 
<0.02 
<1 
<0.2 
0.07 

1.0 
<2 
1.1 
<0.01 
<0.02 
<0.03 
4.1 
<2 
<0.02 
<1 
<0.2 
0.06 

26 
NA 
9 

NA 
NA 
NA 
0 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
6 

21.1 
218 
2.1 
0.26 
49 
0.50 
8.3 
40 
0.26 
6.7 
1.6 
0.56 

20.0 
198 
1.0 
0.25 
50 
0.50 
4.0 
40 
0.25 
8.5 
2.0 
0.50 

99 
110 
90 
104 
98 
100 
105 
100 
104 
79 
80* 
98 

(Spilce Sample Result - Sample Result) 
% Recovery = X 100 

SpiJce Concentration 

RPD (Relative Percent Difference) = 
(Sample Result - Duplicate Result) 

Average Result 
X 100 

* RESULT OUT OF LIMITS DUE TO SAMPLE MATRIX INTERFERENCE 



/ N Analytical Technologies, Inc. 

METALS RESULTS 

CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 

MOLYCORP, INC, 
(NONE) 
NPDES RENEWAL 

ATI I.D.: 
REPORT DATE: 

210365 
12/01/92 

SAMPLE 
I.D. # CLIENT I.D. 

01 OUTFALL 002 

PARAMETER 

MATRIX 

AQUEOUS 

DATE 
SAMPLED 

10/28/92 

UNITS 01 

DATE 
RECEIVED 

10/28/92 

SILVER (EPA 200.7 
ALUMINUM (EPA 2 00 
BORON (EPA 200.7/ 
BARIUM (EPA 2 00.7 
BERYLLIUM (EPA 2 0 
CADMIUM (EPA 213. 
COBALT (EPA 2 00.7 
CHROMIUM (EPA 200 
COPPER (EPA 2 00.7 
MAGNESIUM (EPA 2 0 
NICKEL (EPA 2 00.7 
LEAD (EPA 239.2) 
ANTIMONY (EPA 2 00 
SELENIUM 
TIN (EPA 
TITANIUM 
THALLIUM 

(EPA 270 
200.7/60 
(EPA 2 00 
(EPA 279 

/6010) 
.7/6010) 
6010) 
/6010) 
0.7/6010) 
2) 
/6010) 
.7/6010) 
/6010) 
0.7/6010) 
/6010) 

.7/6010) 

.2) 
10) 
.7/6010) 
.2) 

MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 

0.0016 
<0.05 
<0.10 
0.028 
<0.005 
<0.0005 
<0.010 
<0.010 
<0.010 
49.2 
<0.020 
<0.002 
<0.05 
<0.005 
<0.03 
<0.02 
<0.005 



A AnalyticalTechnologies, inc. 

METALS - QUALITY CONTROL 

DUP/MS 

CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 

MOLYCORP, INC. 
(NONE) 
NPDES RENEWAL 

ATI I.D, 210365 

PARAMETER UNITS ATI I.D. 
SAMPLE DUP. 

RESULT RESULT RPD 
SPIKED SPIKE % 
SAMPLE CONC. REC 

SILVER 
ALUMINUM 
BORON 
BARIUM 
BERYLLIUM 
CADMIUM 
COBALT 
CHROMIUM 
COPPER 
MAGNESIUM 
NICKEL 
LEAD 
ANTIMONY 
SELENIUM 
TIN 
TITANIUM 
THALLIUM 

MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 
MG/L 

21096401 
21149909 
21036501 
21161401 
21157401 
21171801 
21149909 
21162201 
21157401 
21136501 
21162201 
21167801 
21161401 
21170001 
21149909 
21149909 
21036501 

0, 
<0 
<0 
0. 
<0 
<0. 
<0. 
<0 
<0. 
49 
<0, 
0, 

<0 
<0, 
<0. 
<0 
<0. 

0009 
.05 
10 
025 
005 
0005 
010 
010 
010 
.2 
020 
017 
05 
005 
03 
02 
005 

0 
<0 
<0 
0. 
<0 
<0. 
<0. 
<0 
<0. 
51 
<0, 
0, 

<0 
<0, 
<0. 
<0 
<0. 

0009 
.05 
10 
025 
005 
0005 
010 
.010 
010 
.6 
020 
018 
05 
005 
03 
02 
005 

25 
NA 
NA 
0 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
5 

NA 
6 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

MSA 
1.02 
1.03 
0.119 
0.092 
0.0054 
0.105 
0.890 
0.103 

77.2 
0.941 
MSA 
1.05 
0.026 
1.05 
0.10 
0.055 

CC= 
1.00 
1.00 
0.100 
0.100 
0.0050 
0.100 
1.00 
0.100 

25.0 
1.00 
CC= 
1.00 
0.050 
1.00 
0.10 
0.050 

.999 
102 
103 
94 
92 
108 
105 
89 

103 
112 
94 

.998 
105 
52 

105 
100 
110 

(Spike Sample Result - Sample Result) 
% Recovery = X 100 

Spike Concentration 

RPD (Relative Percent Difference 
(Sample Result - Duplicate Result) 

Average Result 
X 100 



^ \ AnalyticalTechnologies, Inc. 

GAS CHROMATOGRAPHY - RESULTS 

TEST 
CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 

ORGANOCHLORINE PESTICIDES AND PCB'S (EPA 608) 
MOLYCORP, INC. 
(NONE) ATI I.D. : 210365 
NPDES RENEWAL DATE RECEIVED: 10/28/92 

SAMPLE 
I.D. # 

01 

CLIENT I.D. 

OUTFALL 002 

COMPOUNDS 

MATRIX 

AQUEOUS 

DATE 
SAMPLED 

10/28/92 

UNITS 

DATE 
EXTRACTED 

10/29/92 

DATE 
ANALYZED 

11/06/92 

RESULTS 

DIL. 
FACTOR 

1 

ALDRIN 
ALPHA BHC 
BETA BHC 
GAMMA BHC (LINDANE) 
DELTA BHC 
ALPHA-CHLORDANE 
4,4'-DDD 
4,4'-DDE 
4,4,-DDT 
DIELDRIN 
ENDOSULFAN I 
ENDOSULFAN II 
ENDOSULFAN SULFATE 
ENDRIN 
ENDRIN ALDEHYDE 
ENDRIN KETONE 
HEP.TACHLOR 
HEPTACHLOR EPOXIDE 
METHOXYCHLOR 
TOXAPHENE 
AROCLOR 1016 
AROCLOR 1221 
AROCLOR 1232 
AROCLOR 1242 
AROCLOR 1248 
AROCLOR 1254 
AROCLOR 1260 
GAMMA-CHLORDANE 

SURROGATE PERCENT RECOVERIES 

DBC (%) 
DBOFBP (%) 

UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 

UG/L 
UG/L 

<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.5 
<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.05 
<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.5 
<1.0 
<0.5 
<0.5 
<0.5 
<0.5 
<0.5 
<0.5 
<0.5 
<0.5 

105 
110 



Z \ AnalyticalTechnologies, Inc. 

GAS CHROMATOGRAPHY - RESULTS 

REAGENT BLANK 

TEST 
CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 

ORGANOCHLORINE PESTICIDES AND P C B ' S (EPA 608) 
MOLYCORP, INC. 
(NONE) ATI I . D . : 2 1 0 3 6 5 
NPDES RENEWAL DATE RECEIVED: 1 0 / 2 8 / 9 2 

SAMPLE 
I.D. # 

01 

CLIENT I.D. 

OUTFALL 002 

COMPOUNDS 

MATRIX 

AQUEOUS 

DATE 
SAMPLED 

10/28/92 

UNITS 

DATE 
EXTRACTED 

10/29/92 

DATE 
ANALYZED 

11/06/92 

RESULTS 

DIL. 
FACTOR 

1 

ALDRIN 
ALPHA BHC , 
BETA BHC 
GAMMA BHC (LINDANE) 
DELTA BHC 
ALPHA-CHLORDANE 
4 , 4 ' - D D D 
4 , 4 ' - D D E 
4 , 4 , - D D T 
DIELDRIN 
ENDOSULFAN I 
ENDOSULFAN II 
ENDOSULFAN SULFATE 
ENDRIN 
ENDRIN ALDEHYDE 
ENDRIN KETONE 
HEPTACHLOR 
HEPTACHLOR EPOXIDE 
METHOXYCHLOR 
TOXAPHENE 
AROCLOR 1016 
AROCLOR 1221 
AROCLOR 12 32 
AROCLOR 1242 
AROCLOR 12 48 
AROCLOR 12 54 
AROCLOR 12 60 
GAMMA-CHLORDANE 

UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 

<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.5 
<0.1 
<0.1 
<0. 1 
<0.1 
<0.05 
<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.5 
<1.0 
<0.5 
<0.5 
<0.5 
<0.5 
<0.5 
<0.5 
<0.5 
<0.5 

SURROGATE PERCENT RECOVERIES 

DBC (%) 
DBOFBP (%) 

UG/L 
UG/L 

99 
1 0 1 



^ i ^ AnalyticalTechnologies, Inc. 

TEST 

CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 
REF I.D. 

QUALITY CONTROL DATA 

ORGANOCHLORINE PESTICIDES AND PCB'S (EPA 608) 

MOLYCORP, INC. 
(NONE) 
NPDES RENEWAL 
21149902 

ATI I.D. 
DATE ANALYZED 
SAMPLE MATRIX 
UNITS 

210365 
11/06/92 
AQUEOUS 
UG/L 

PARAMETER 
SAMPLE CONC. SPIKED % 
RESULT SPIKED SAMPLE REC, 

DUP. DUP, 
SPIKED & 
SAMPLE REC, RPD 

GAMMA BHC 
HEPTACHLOR 
ALDRIN 
DIELDRIN 
ENDRIN 
DDT 

<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.1 
<0.1 
<0.1 

2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 

2.0 
2.0 
1.9 
1.9 
2.0 
2.0 

100 
100 
95 
95 

100 
100 

1.9 
1.9 
1.8 
1.8 
2.0 
1.9 

95 
95 
90 
90 

100 
95 

5 
5 
5 
5 
0 
5 

% Recovery = 
(Spike Sample Result - Sample Result) 

Spike Concentration 
X 100 

(Sample Result - Duplicate Result) 



/ \ AnalyticalTechnologies, Inc. 

GCMS - RESULTS 

TEST 
CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 

VOLATILE ORGANICS (EPA 624) 
MOLYCORP, INC. 
(NONE) 
NPDES RENEWAL 

ATI I.D. : 
DATE RECEIVED: 

210365 
10/28/92 

SAMPLE 
I.D. # 

01 

CLIENT I.D. 

OUTFALL 002 

COMPOUNDS 

MATRIX 

AQUEOUS 

DATE 
SAMPLED 

10/28/92 

UNITS 

DATE 
EXTRACTED 

NA 

DATE 
ANALYZED 

11/06/92 

RESULTS 

DIL. 
FACTOR 

1 

CHLOROMETHANE 
BROMOMETHANE 
VINYL CHLORIDE 
CHLOROETHANE 
METHYLENE CHLORIDE 
ACETONE 
CARBON DISULFIDE 
1,1-DICHLOROETHENE 
1,1-DICHLOROETHANE 
1,2-DICHLOROETHENE (TOTAL) 
CHLOROFORM 
1,2-DICHLOROETHANE 
2-BUTANONE (MEK) 
1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE 
CARBON TETRACHLORIDE 
VINYL ACETATE 
BROMODICHLOROMETHANE 
1,1,2,2-TETRACHLOROETHANE 
1,2-DICHLOROPROPANE 
TRANS-1,3-DICHLOROPROPENE 
TRICHLOROETHENE 
DIBROMOCHLOROMETHANE 
1,1,2-TRICHLOROETHANE 
BENZENE 
CIS-1,3-DICHLOROPROPENE 
2-CHLOROETHYLVINYLETHER 
BROMOFORM 
2-HEXANONE (MBK) 
4-METHYL-2-PENTANONE (MIBK) 
TETRACHLOROETHENE 
TOLUENE 
CHLOROBENZENE 
ETHYLBENZENE 
STYRENE 
TOTAL XYLENES 

UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 

<10 
<10 
<1 
<1 
<5 
<10 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<10 
<1 
<1 
<10 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<10 
<5 
<10 
<10 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 

SURROGATE PERCENT RECOVERIES 
l,2-DICHLOROETHANE-D4 (%) 
BROMOFLUOROBENZENE (%) 
T0LUENE-D8 (%) 

100 
101 
104. 



^ J ^ AnolyticalTechnologies, Inc. 

ADDITIONAL COMPOUNDS (SEMI-QUANTITATED) 

TEST: VOLATILE ORGANICS (EPA 624) 

ATI I.D.: 21036501 

COMPOUNDS RESULTS 

ACROLEIN <2 0 
ACRYLONITRILE <10 
TRICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE. <10 



j ^ J ^ AnalyticalTechnologies, Inc. 

GCMS - RESULTS 

TEST 
CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 

VOLATILE ORGANICS (EPA 624) 
MOLYCORP, INC. 
(NONE) 
NPDES RENEWAL 

ATI I . D . : 
DATE RECEIVED: 

2 1 0 3 6 5 
1 0 / 2 8 / 9 2 

SAMPLE 
I.D. # CLIENT I.D. 

02 TRIP BLANK 

COMPOUNDS 

MATRIX 

AQUEOUS 

DATE 
SAMPLED 

10/13/92 

UNITS 

DATE 
EXTRACTED 

NA 

DATE 
ANALYZED 

11/06/92 

RESULTS 

DIL. 
FACTOR 

1 

CHLOROMETHANE 
BROMOMETHANE 
VINYL CHLORIDE 
CHLOROETHANE 
METHYLENE CHLORIDE 
ACETONE 
CARBON DISULFIDE 
1,1-DICHLOROETHENE 
i,1-DICHLOROETHANE 
1,2-DICHLOROETHENE (TOTAL) 
CHLOROFORM 
1,2-DICHLOROETHANE 
2-BUTANONE (MEK) 
1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE 
CARBON TETRACHLORIDE 
VINYL ACETATE 
BROMODICHLOROMETHANE 
1,1,2,2-TETRACHLOROETHANE 
1,2-DICHLOROPROPANE 
TRANS-1,3-DICHLOROPROPENE 
TRICHLOROETHENE 
DIBROMOCHLOROMETHANE 
1,1,2-TRICHLOROETHANE 
BENZENE 
CIS-1,3-DICHLOROPROPENE 
2-CHLOROETHYLVINYLETHER 
BROMOFORM 
2-HEXANONE (MBK) 
4-METHYL-2-PENTANONE (MIBK) 
TETRACHLOROETHENE 
TOLUENE 
CHLOROBENZENE 
ETHYLBENZENE 
STYRENE 
TOTAL XYLENES 

SURROGATE PERCENT RECOVERIES 
1,2-DICHLOROETHANE-D4 
BROMOFLUOROBENZENE 
T0LUENE-D8 

UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 

(%) 
(%) 
(%) 

<10 
<10 
<1 
<1 
8 

<10 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<10 
<1 
<1 
<10 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<10 
<5 
<10 
<10 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 

98 
96 
93 



^ ^ AnalyticalTechnologies, Inc. 

ADDITIONAL COMPOUNDS (SEMI-QUANTITATED) 

TEST: VOLATILE ORGANICS (EPA 624) 

ATI I.D.: 21036502 

COMPOUNDS RESULTS 

ACROLEIN <20 
ACRYLONITRILE <10 
TRICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE <10 
CHLORODIFLUOROMETHANE 6 
HYDROCARBON C9 7 



A \ AnalyticalTechnologies, Inc. 

GCMS - RESULTS 
REAGENT BLANK 

TEST 
CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 

VOLATILE ORGANICS (EPA 624) 
MOLYCORP, INC. 
(NONE) 
NPDES RENEWAL 

ATI I.D. : 210365 
DATE RECEIVED: 10/28/92 

SAMPLE 
I.D. # CLIENT I.D. 

01 OUTFALL 002 

COMPOUNDS 

MATRIX 

AQUEOUS 

DATE 
SAMPLED 

10/28/92 

UNITS 

DATE 
EXTRACTED 

11/06/92 

DATE 
ANALYZED 

11/06/92 

RESULTS 

DIL. 
FACTOR 

1 

CHLOROMETHANE 
BROMOMETHANE 
VINYL CHLORIDE 
CHLOROETHANE 
METHYLENE CHLORIDE 
ACETONE 
CARBON DISULFIDE 
1,1-DICHLOROETHENE 
1,1-DICHLOROETHANE 
1,2-DICHLOROETHENE (TOTAL) 
CHLOROFORM 
1,2-DICHLOROETHANE 
2-BUTANONE (MEK) 
1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE 
CARBON TETRACHLORIDE 
VINYL ACETATE 
BROMODICHLOROMETHANE 
1,1,2,2-TETRACHLOROETHANE 
1,2-DICHLOROPROPANE 
TRANS-1,3-DICHLOROPROPENE 
TRICHLOROETHENE 
DIBROMOCHLOROMETHANE 
1,1,2-TRICHLOROETHANE 
BENZENE 
CIS-1,3-DICHLOROPROPENE 
2-CHLOROETHYLVINYLETHER 
BROMOFORM 
2-HEXANONE (MBK) 
4-METHYL-2-PENTANONE (MIBK) 
TETRACHLOROETHENE 
TOLUENE 
CHLOROBENZENE 
ETHYLBENZENE 
STYRENE 
TOTAL XYLENES 

SURROGATE PERCENT 
1,2-DICHLOROETHANE-D4 
BROMO FLUOROB EN Z ENE 
T0LUENE-D8 

UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 

RECOVERIES 
(%) 
(%) 
(%) 

<10 
<10 
<1 
<1 
<5 
<10 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<10 
<1 
<1 
<10 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<10 
<5 
<10 
<10 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 

107 
110 
114 



^ J ^ AnalyticalTechnologies, Inc. 

QUALITY CONTROL DATA 

TEST 

CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 
REF I.D. 

VOLATILE ORGANICS (EPA) 

MOLYCORP, INC. 
(NONE) 
NPDES RENEWAL 
21036501 

ATI I.D. 
DATE ANALYZED 
SAMPLE MATRIX 

210365 
11/06/92 
AQUEOUS 

PARAMETER UNITS 

DUP. DUP. 
SAMPLE CONC. SPIKED % SPIKED & 
RESULT SPIKED SAMPLE REC. SAMPLE REC. RPD 

1,1-DICHLOROETHENE 
TRICHLOROETHENE 
CHLOROBENZENE 
TOLUENE 
BENZENE 

UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 

<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 
<1 

50 
50 
50 
50 
50 

47 
46 
53 
52 
50 

94 
92 

106 
104 
100 

51 
50 
55 
52 
55 

102 
100 
110 
104 
110 

8 
8 
4 
0 

10 

(Spike Sample Result - Sample Result) 
% Recovery = X 100 

Spike Concentration 

RPD (Relative Percent Difference = 
(Sample Result - Duplicate Result) 

Average Result 
X 100 
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GAS CHROMATOGRAPHY RESULTS/MASS SPECTROSCOPY RESULTS 

TEST 
CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 

EPA 8 2 7 0 (GC/MS FOR SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS) 
MOLYCORP, INC. 
(NONE) ATI I . D . : 

NPDES RENEWAL 
210365 

SAMPLE 
I.D. # 

01 

CLIENT I.D. 

OUTFALL 002 

PARAMETER 

MATRIX 

AQUEOUS 

DATE 
SAMPLED 

10/28/92 

UNITS 

DATE 
EXTRACTED 

10/30/92 

01 

DATE 
ANALYZED 

11/02/92 

DIL. 
FACTOR 

1 

1, 2-DIPHENYLHYDRAZINE 
BIS (CHLOROMETHYL) ETHER 
N-NiTROSODIMETHYLAMINE 
PHENOL 
ANILINE 
BIS (2-CHLOROETHYL)ETHER 
2-CHLOROPHENOL 
1,3-DICHLOROBENZENE 
1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE 
BENZYL ALCOHOL 
1,2-DICHLOROBENZENE 
2-METHyLPHENOL 
BIS(2-CHLOROISOPROPYL)ETHER 
4-METHYLPHENOL 
N-NITROSO-DI-N-PROPYLAMINE 
HEXACHLOROETHANE 
NITROBENZENE 
ISOPHORONE 
2-NITROPHENOL 
2,4-DIMETHYLPHENOL 
BENZOIC ACID 
BIS(2-CHLOROETHOXY)METHANE 
2,4-DICHLOROPHENOL 
1,2,4-TRICHLOROBENZENE 
NAPHTHALENE 
4-CHLOROANILINE 
HEXACHLOROBUTADIENE 
4-CHLORO-3-METHYLPHENOL 
2 -METHYLNAPHTHALENE 
HEXACHLOROCYCLOPENTADIENE 
2,4, 6-TRICHLOROPHENOL 
2,4, 5-TRICHLOROPHENOL 
2-CHLORONAPHTHALENE 
2-NITROANILINE 
DIMETHYLPHTHALATE 
ACENAPHTHYLENE 
2, 6-DINITROTOLUENE 
3-NITROANILINE 
BENZIDINE 

UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 

<10 
<50 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<50 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<50 
<10 
<50 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<50 

<100 



A ^ j ^ AnalyticalTechnologies, Inc. 

GAS CHROMATOGRAPHY RESULTS/MASS SPECTROSCOPY RESULTS 

TEST 
CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 

EPA 8270 (GC/MS FOR SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS) 
MOLYCORP, INC. 
(NONE) ATI I.D, 
NPDES RENEWAL 

210365 

SAMPLE 
I.D. # 

01 

CLIENT I.D. 

OUTFALL 002 

PARAMETER 

MATRIX 

AQUEOUS 

DATE 
SAMPLED 

10/28/92 

UNITS 

DATE 
EXTRACTED 

10/30/92 

01 

DATE 
ANALYZED 

11/02/92 

DIL. 
FACTOR 

1 

ACENAPHTHENE 
2,4-DINITROPHENOL 
4-NITROPHENOL 
DIBENZOFURAN 
2,4-DINITROTOLUENE 
DIETHYLPHTHALATE 
4-CHLOROPHENYL-PHENYLETHER 
FLUORENE 
4-NITROANILINE 
2-METHYL-4,6-DINITROPHENOL 
N-NITROSODIPHENYLAMINE 
4-BROMOPHENYL-PHENYLETHER 
HEXACHLOROBENZENE 
PENTACHLOROPHENOL 
PHENANTHRENE 
ANTHRACENE 
DI-N-BUTYLPHTHALATE 
FLUORANTHENE 
PYRENE 
BUTYLBENZYLPHTKALATE 
3,3'-DICHLOROBENZIDINE 
BENZO(a)ANTHRACENE 
CHRYSENE 
BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE 
DI-N-OCTYLPHTHALATE 
BENZO(b)FLUORANTHENE 
BENZO(k)FLUORANTHENE 
BENZO(a)PYRENE 
INDENO(1,2,3-cd)PYRENE 
DIBENZ(a,h)ANTHRACENE 
BENZO(g,h,i)PERYLENE 
SURROGATES 
NITR0BENZENE-D5 
2-FLUOROBIPHENYL 
TERPHENYL-D14 
PHEN0L-D6 
2-FLUOROPHENOL 
2,4,6-TRIBROMOPHENOL 

UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 

% 
% 
% 
% 
% 
% 

<10 
<50 
<50 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<50 
<50 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<50 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<20 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 

46 
46 
38 
0*H 
0*H 

4.4*H 

*H RESULT OUTSIDE OF LIMITS DUE TO SAMPLE MATRIX INTERFERENCE 



/ N AnalyticalTechnologies,Inc. 

TEST 
CLIENT 
PROJECT # 

GAS CHROMATOGRAPHY RESULTS/MASS SPECTROSCOPY RESULTS 

EPA 8270 (GC/MS FOR SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS) 
MOLYCORP, INC. 
(NONE) ATI I.D, 210365 

PROJECT NAME: NPDES RENEWAL 

PARAMETER 

UNKNOWN CYCLIC HYDROCARBON 

UNITS 

UG/L 

01 

40 



A /j,iS^ AnalyticalTechnologies, Inc. 
GAS CHROMATOGRAPHY/MASS SPECTROSCOPY - QUALITY CONTROL 

REAGENT BLANK 

TEST 
BLANK I.D. 
CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 

EPA 8270 (GC/MS FOR SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS) 
21821 ATI I.D. 
MOLYCORP, INC. DATE EXTRACTED 
(NONE) DATE ANALYZED 
NPDES RENEWAL DIL. FACTOR 

210365 
11/03/92 
11/06/92 
1 

PARAMETER UNITS 

1,2-DIPHENYLHYDRAZINE 
BIS(CHLOROMETHYL)ETHER 
N-NITROSODIMETKYLAMINE 
PHENOL 
ANILINE 
BIS(2-CHLOROETHYL)ETHER 
2-CHLOROPHENOL 
1,3-DICHLOROBENZENE 
1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE 
BENZYL ALCOHOL 
1,2-DICHLOROBENZENE 
2-METHYLPHENOL 
BIS (2-CHLOROISOPROPYL) ETHER 
4-METHYLPHENOL 
N-NITROSO-DI-N-PROPYLAMINE 
HEXACHLOROETHANE 
NITROBENZENE 
ISOPHORONE 
2-NITROPHENOL 
2,4-DIMETHYLPHENOL 
BENZOIC ACID 
BIS (2-CHLOROETHOXY) METHANE 
2,4-DICHLOROPHENOL 
1,2,4-TRICHLOROBENZENE 
NAPHTHALENE 
4-CHLOROANILINE 
HEXACHLOROBUTADIENE 
4-CHLORO-3-METHYLPHENOL 
2-METHYLNAPHTHALENE 
HEXACHLOROCYCLOPENTADIENE 
2,4,6-TRICHLOROPHENOL 
2,4,5-TRICHLOROPHENOL 
2-CHLORONAPHTHALENE 
2-NITROANILINE 
DIMETHYLPHTHALATE 
ACENAPHTHYLENE 
2,6-DINITROTOLUENE 
3-NITROANILINE 

UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 

<10 
<50 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<50 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<50 
<10 
<50 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<50 



A / ^ AnalyticalTechnologies, Inc. 

GAS CHROMATOGRAPHY/MASS SPECTROSCOPY - QUALITY CONTROL 

REAGENT BLANK 

TEST 
BLANK I.D. 
CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 

EPA 8270 (GC/MS FOR SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS) 
21681 ATI I.D. 
DAMES & MOORE DATE EXTRACTED 
10737-062 DATE ANALYZED 
HONEYWELL DIL. FACTOR 

210357 
10/27/92 
10/29/92 
1 

PARAMETER UNITS 

ACENAPHTHENE 
2,4-DINITROPHENOL 
4-NITROPHENOL 
DIBENZOFURAN 
2,4-DINITROTOLUENE 
DIETHYLPHTHALATE 
4-CHLOROPHENYL-PHENYLETHER 
FLUORENE 
4-NITROANILINE 
2-METHYL-4,6-DINITROPHENOL 
N-NITROSODIPHENYLAMINE 
4-BROMOPHENYL-PHENYLETHER 
HEXACHLOROBENZENE 
PENTACHLOROPHENOL 
PHENANTHRENE 
ANTHRACENE 
DI-N-BUTYLPHTHALATE 
FLUORANTHENE 
PYRENE 
BUTYLBENZYLPHTKALATE 
3,3'-DICHLOROBENZIDINE 
BENZO(a)ANTHRACENE 
CHRYSENE 
BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE 
DI-N-OCTYLPHTHALATE 
BENZO(b)FLUORANTHENE 
BENZO(k)FLUORANTHENE 
BENZO(a)PYRENE 
INDENO(1,2,3-Cd)PYRENE 
DIBENZ(a,h)ANTHRACENE 
• BENZO(g,h,i)PERYLENE 

SURROGATES 
NITR0BENZENE-D5 
2-FLUOROBIPHENYL 
TERPHENYL-D14 
PHEN0L-D6 
2-FLUOROPHENOL 
2,4,6-TRIBROMOPHENOL 

UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 
UG/L 

% 
% 
% 
% 
% 
% 

<10 
<50 
<50 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<50 
<50 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<50 
<10 
<10 
<10 
'<10 
<10 
<10 
<20 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 
<10 

83 
81 
71 
43 
56 
58 



^ J ^ AnalyticalTechnologies, Inc. 

GAS CHROMATOGRAPHY/MASS SPECTROSCOPY - QUALITY CONTROL 

REAGENT BLANK 

ADDITIONAL COMPOUNDS (SEMI-QUANTITATED) 

TEST 
BLANK I.D. 
CLIENT 
PROJECT # 
PROJECT NAME 

EPA 8270 (GC/MS FOR SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS) 
21821 
MOLYCORP, INC. 
(NONE) ATI I.D, 
NPDES RENEWAL 

210365 

PARAMETERS 

NONE DETECTED 

UNITS 

NA 

RESULTS 

NA 



^ J ^ AnalyticalTechnologies, Inc. 

GAS CHROMATOGRAPHY/MASS SPECTROSCOPY - QUALITY CONTROL 

MSMSD 

TEST 
MSMSD # 
CLIENT 

PROJECT # : 
PROJECT NAME: 

EPA 8270(GC/MS FOR SEMIVOLATILE ORGAN) ATI I.D, 
40808 
MOLYCORP, INC, 

(NONE) 
NPDES RENEWAL 

DATE EXTRACTED 
DATE ANALYZED 
SAMPLE MATRIX 
REF. I.D. 
UNITS 

210365 
11/03/92 
11/06/92 
AQUEOUS 
101392 
UG/L 

PARAMETERS 
SAMPLE 
RESULT 

CONC. 
SPIKE 

SPIKED 
SAMPLE REC 

DUP 
SPIKE 

DUP 
% REC RPD 

PHENOL 
2-CHLOROPHENOL 
1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE 
N-NITROSO-DI-N-PROPYLAMINE 
1,2,4-TRICHLOROBENZENE 
4-CHLORO-3-METHYLPHENOL 
ACENAPHTHENE 
4-NITROPHENOL 
2,4-DINITROTOLUENE 
PENTACHLOROPHENOL 
PYRENE 

<0.10 
<0.10 
<0.10 
<0.10 
<0.10 
<0.10 
<0.10 
<0.50 
<0.10 
<0.50 
<0.10 

150 
150 
100 
100 
100 
150 
100 
150 
100 
150 
100 

110 
110 
.90 
81 
88 

110 
87 
98 
80 
97 
82 

73 
73 
90 
81 
88 
73 
87 
65 
80 
65 
82 

110 
110 
93 
81 
91 

110 
91 
98 
83 
95 
91 

73 
73 
93 
81 
91 
73 
91 
65 
83 
63 
91 

0 
0 
3 
0 
3 
0 
4 
0 
4 
2 

10 

(Spike Sample Result - Sample Result) 
% Recovery = X 100 

Spike Concentration 

RPD (Relative Percent Difference) = 
(Sample Result - Duplicate Result) 

Average Result 
X 100 



ALTA 
November 9, 1992 

Alta Batch I.D.: 11732 

Ms. Beth Proffitt 
Analytical Technologies Incorporated 
2709-D Pan American Freeway, NE 
Albuquerque, NM 87106 

Dear Ms. Proffitt, 

Enclosed are the results for the one aqueous sample received at Alta Analytical Laboratory 
on October 29, 1992. The work was identified as your Project #210365. This sample was 
analyzed using EPA Method 1613A for 2,3,7,8-TCDD. Routine turnaround time was 
requested for this work. 

The following report consists of a Sample Inventory (Section I), Analytical Resxilts (Section 
II) and the Appendix. The Appendix contains a copy of the chain-of-custody, a list of data 
qualifiers and abbreviations and copies of the raw data (if requested). 

If you have any questions regarding this report please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

fj/ii/rlJ 
William J. Luksembuig 
Director of HRMS Services 

Alta Analytical Laboratory Inc. 
5070 Robert J. Mathews Pkwy., Suite 2 

El Dorado Hills, CK 99762 

FAX (916) 933-0940 
(9l6) 933-1640 



ALTA 

Section I . Sample Inventory 

Date Received: 29-0ct-92 

Alta Lab ID. Client ID. 

I1732-1-SA 21036501 OUTFALL 



A 1 ^ 

SECTION n. 



ALTA 

METHOD BLANK 
Lab ID: 11732-OOl-MB 
Matrix: Agueous 

TCDD 
EPA METHOD 1613A 

Date Received: NA 
Date Extracted: 11/04/92 
Sample Amoimt: 1.000 L 

ICAL ID: 1551 
OC Lot: LC1104A 
Units: pg/L 

Compound Cone. D.L. 

2,3,7,8-TCDD ND 2.6 

Ratio 
S/N 

Ratio Qualifier 

Isotopic Recovery Results 

Intemal Standard; 

"C-2,3,7,8-TCDD 

%R 

97 

Ratio 

0.78 

Qualifier 

Clean-up Recovery Standard; 

^a-2,3,7,8-TCDD 93 NA 

Dates Analyzed; 

DB-5: 11/05/92 DB-225: NA 

Analyst: Page 1 of 1 Reviewer: Syjy, 



LTS RESULTS 
Lab ID: 11732-LCS1/LCS2 
Matrix: Aqueous 

Compound 

TCDD 
EPA METHOD 1613A 

Date Received: NA 
Date Extracted: 11/04/92 
Sample Amount: 1.000 L 

LCSl LCS2 
% R % R 

ICAL ID: 1551 
QC Lot: LC1104A 
Units: NA 

RPD 
% 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 89 89 

ALTA 

0.0 

Isotopic Recovery Results 

Intemal Standard: 

"C-2,3,7,8-TCDD 

LCSl 
%R 

97 

LCS2 
%R 

103 

Clean-up Recovery Standard; 

^Cl-2,3,7,8-TCDD 93 93 

Dates Analyzed; 

DB-5; 11/06/92 DB-225; NA 

Analyst: :j/l Page 1 of 1 Reviewer: pQî } 



ALTA 

Sample ID; 21036501 OutfaU 
Lab ID; 11732-001-SA 
Matrix: Aqueous 

TCDD 
EPA MEIHOD 1613A 

Date Received: 10/29/92 
Date Extracted: 11/04/92 
Sample Amount: 0.928 L 

ICAL ID: 1551 
OC Lot: LC1104A 
Units: pg/L 

Compound Cone D.L. 

2^,7^-TCDD ND 1.6 

Ratio 
S/N 

Ratio Qualifier 

Isotopic Recoyerv Results 

Intemal Standard: 

"C-2^,7^-TCDD 

%R 

105 

Ratio 

0.78 

Qnalifier 

Clean-up Recoyery Standard; 

"a-2^,7^-TCDD 96 NA 

Dates Analyzed; 

DB-5; 11/06/92 DB-225: NA 

Analyst: •.tf Page 1 of 1 Reviewer: l̂ c 'iL 



AmV 

APPENDK 



A 
DATA QUALIFIERS & ABBREVIATIONS A I ^ 

A The amount detected is below the Method 

Calibration Limit. 

B This compound was also detected in the blank. 

C The amount detected is less than five times the Method 

Quantitation Limit 

D The amount reported is the maximum possible concentration. 

E The detection limit was raised above the Method Quantitation 

Limit due to chemical interferences. 

F This result has been confirmed on a DB-225 column. 

G This result has been confirmed on a SP-2331 colunm. 

H The signal-to-noise ratio is greater than 10:1. 

I Chemical Interference 
Cone. Concentration 

DX. Detection Limit 

NA Not applicable 

S/N Signal-to-noise 

• See Cover Letter 

ND Not Detected 

MPC Maximum Possible Concentration 
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EASRINGER lABORATORIMS INC. 
W o r n A ^ c . 3 u n ^ y u u oomfeN,uuIKMOI (SOS)STr-issr PAX<303)277-IU0 

30-NOV-52 

ANALYTICAIi TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 
2709-D Pan American Freeway, NE 
Albuquerque, NH 87106 

Attn: Elizabeth Proffitt Received: 29-Cct-92 
Project: 2103 65 PO# 

Job: 9253a9E ] Status.' Final 

BAKKING£R UVBORATOKIES 
ANALYTICAL REPORT PACKAGE 

CASE NARRATIVE i 

ANAIiVTICAL RESULTS R-l 

QUALITY CONTROL REPORT Q-1 

/Meeting Tlie Analytical Challenges Of A Changing World 



BARRINGER LABORATORIES INC 
laoOO W. «TM/WE.. SUITE aoo O O L O E N , CO WWI (303)277-1687 RkX (303) 277- ie» 

ANALYTICAL TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 
2709-D Fan American Freeway, NE 
Albuquarqud, NM U7iu& 

30-NOV-92 

Page: 
Copy: 1 Of 2 

Attn: Elizabeth Proffitt 
Project: 210365 P0# 

Received: 29-Oct-92 

Job: 9253g^E status; Final 

CASE NARRATIVE 

A total of 1 Water sample was received on 29-Oct-92. All were properly 
preserved and In good condition, AS stated in the chain of custody, 
the sample was run for the following aualy;?*:!̂ : GLum* Alplict, Gi.uu» BuLa, 
Ra-226 and Ra-228. A table, to cross raferance your sample ID to ours, 
is attached. Our procedures are summarized on the Quality Control Data 
Sheet. There were no deviations to these procedures. Each sample was 
extracted and analysed within the proper holding times. 

Quality control standards were run using standard EPA guidelines. A 
auitiumry of that data ia provided. Tha acceptance criteria for spikes 
and duplicates is fifteen percent. It is based on the relative percent 
dSVlatian af th* hi6̂ n, taking the counting error into iidoUht fdi' 
radiochemical analyses. All QC checks. Including duplicates, spikes, 
and blanks, passed. 

There was a problem with the spike on the Gross Alpha-Beta sec. A 
sample was spiked that was high in dissolved solids. It was reanalyzed 
several times, each time with consistently high recovery. Due to the 
high uulldu uunLent and the pressence of chloride a spike recovery 
within the range of 85-115% is difficult to attain. All other QC on 
this set and subsequent rerun sets associated with this spike were in 
control. 

Steven L. Sincoff, Plv^. 
Director of Operations 

Meeting Tfie Analytical Challenges Of A Changing World 



BARRlNCiER LABORATORIES INC 
19000 W. s m AVE., s u m 300 aOUJEN, CO 80401 (303)277-1887 PAX (303) 277* 1089 

ANALYTICAL TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 
2709-D Pan A m e r i c a n F reeway , NE 
A l b u q u e r q u e , NM 87106 

30-MOV-92 

Page: ii 
Copy: 1 of 2 

Attn: Elizabeth Proffitt 
I Project; 210365 

Job; 92b3a9E 

P0# 
Received: 29-Oct-9 2 

SLaLuta: Final 

CAtit: NAKKATiVh: 

Laboratory ID client sample ID 

925389-1 21036501-1 

Parameter/Method List 

Gross Alpha/Total 
Ra-22a/TuLal 

Gross Beta/Total 

Matrix 

Water 

Ra-226/Total 

Meeting The Analytical Challenges Of A Changing World 



BARRINGER LABORATORIES INC 
1G000W. HIHAVe.. SUnVSOO GOLOEN, c o S M U I (JIU)'i(77-1687 m x (303) 277-1689 

ANALYTICAL TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 
2709-D Pan American Freeway, NE 
Albuquerque, NM 87106 

30-MOV-92 

Page: R-l 
Copy: 1 of 2 

Attn: Elizabeth Proffitt 
Project: 210365 

Job; 925389E 

PO #: 
Received; 29-Oct-92 09:30 

Status; Einal 

Sample Typa: Watar 

Gross Alpha Error Gross Beta Error Ra-2 26 Error 
Total Total Total 

Sample Id PCi/1 7a aC i . / l 2a PCi/1 2fi 

21036501-1 29 ±12 

Ra-228 Error 
Total 

Sample Id PCi/1 -2(3 

21036501-1 0.0 ±1.5 

18 ±7 0 .3 ± 0 . 4 

Meeting The Analytical Cfiallenges Of A Changing World 



BARRINGER LABORATORIES INC. 
1S000 W. am/VE., Sun^ 300 dOtOeN, c o aooOl (303)277.(887 mX (303) 2n-M8a 

ANALYTICAL TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 

2709-D Pan American Freeway, NE 
Albuquerque, NM 87106 

30-NOV-92 

P a g e : R-2 
Copy: 1 o f 2 

A t t n : E l i z a b e t h P r o f f i t t 
P r o j e c t : 210365 

iSihl 22SM2£ 

PO #: 
Received: 29-Oct-92 09:30 

Status: Final 

Abbreviations: 

Rd-226 
Ra-228 

: Radiuin-226 
: Radium-228 

"hits; 

pci/1 
2<y 

: picocuries per liter 
: Counting error at the 95% cunriUence level, 2a 

Meeting The Analytical Challenges Of A Changing World 



BARRINGER LABORATORIES INC 
ibOOOW. 0111 AVL., SUITE 300 OOLOEN, CO 00401 (303) 277-l«87 MX (363) 277-lUd 

ANALYTICAL TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 
2709-D Pan American Freeway, NE 
Albuquerque, NM 87106 

Page: Q-i 
Copy: 1 of 2 

Attn: Elizabeth Proffitt 
Project: 210365 PO #: 

Job; 925389E 

Received: 29-Oct-92 09:30 

Status; Einai 
QUALITY CONTROL REPORT 

Sample Typa: Watar 

Gross Alpha Error Gross Beta Error Ra-2 26 Error 
Total Total Total 

Samole Id 

Duplicate 
Duplicate 
Duplicate % diff. 
Std (found value) 
Std (true value) 
Std % rec. 
Blank 
Spike % rec. 

Sample id 

Duplicate 
Duplicate 
Duplicate % diff. 
Std (found value) 
Std (true value) 
Std % rae. 
Blank 
Spike % rec. 

oci/1 

3.8 
9.9 
44 
198 
202 

98.0 
0.0 
114 

Ra-228 
Total 
PCl/1 

11 
9.6 
6.8 
28 
24 
117 
0.3 
106 

2a 

16.6 
±7.4 

±5 

— _ 
±0.2 

Error 

2a 

±2 
±1.8 

±1 

±0.8 
— 

PCl/1 

9.b 
7.2 
14 

119 
120 

99.2 
0.0 
123 

2ff 

14.3 
±4.2 

±2 

- — 
±0.3 

T^cx/X 

27 
30 

5.3 
140 
126 
111 
0.1 

2 a 

14 
±4 

±4 

±0.2 

Meeting Tlie Analytical Challenges Of A Changing World 



BARRINGER LABORATORIES INC 
IfiOOO W. € m fUe., S U I T E 300 eOUJEN, c o WMOI (aoa) 277'1ISIi7 M X (303) 277-1880 

30-NOV-92 

ANALYTICAL TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 
2709-D Pan American Freeway, NB 
Albuquerque, NM 87106 

Page: Q-2 
Copy: 1 of 2 

Attn: Elizabeth Proffitt 
Project; 210365 

Job! 92g3a9E 

PO #: 
Received: 29-Oct-92 09:30 

Status; Final 
QUALITY CONTROL REPORT 

Abbreviations: 

Parameters; 

Ra-226 
Ra-228 

: Radium-22 6 
: Radium-228 

Units; 

pCi/1 
2a 

i picocuries per liter 
: Counting error at tha 95% confidence level, 2a 

Meeting The Analytical Challenges Of A Changing World 



BARRINGER LABORATORIES INC 
15UU0W. VIH A/b., SUIIbauu ( ^0 (1 )£N , CO d(M)l (303)277-1007 MX (303) 277-ie89 

ANALYTICAL TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 
2709-D Pan American Freeway, NE 
Albuquerque, NM 87106 

30-Nav-92 

Page: Q-3 
Copy: 1 of 2 

At tn : E l i z a b e t h P r o f f i t t 
p r o j e c t : 210365 

Job: q25389E 

PO »: 
Received: 29-Oct-92 09:30 

status: Final 
QUALITV CONTROL REPORT 

QUALITY CONTROL DATA SKEET 

Received by: jdr Via; Fedex 

sample container Type: IL pl 
Sample Type: Water 
Preservative When Received: HN03 
Additional Lab Preparation: none 

parameter Method LLD 
Preser
vative Analyst 

Date(3) of 
Analysis 

Gross Alpha 
Gross Beta 
Ra-226 
Ra-228 

900.0 
900.0 
SM-705 
Perc/Brook 

2 pCi/1 HN03 Pham 11/ 3-11/10 
4 pCi/1 HN03 Pham 11/ 3-11/10 
0.3 pCi/1 HN03 Pingilley 11/20-11/25 
1 pci/1 HN03 saidsl 11/ 3-11/ 7 

Meeting The Analytical Cliallenges Of A Changing World 
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BARRINGER LABORATORIES INC 
ISflOB W. STH jyS.. SUITE 300 6 C L D E N , c o 80401 (303) 277-1687 BOC (303) 277-1880 

30-NOV-92 
ANALYTICAL TECHNOLOGIES, INC. \ 
2709-D Pan American Freeway, NE ^ \ Page: Q-4 
Albuquerque, NM 87106 | Copy: 1 of 2 

Attn: Elizabeth Proffitt Received: 29-0ct-92 09:30 
Project: 2103 65 PO #: 

iskl iiiaiSi : Status: Final 
QUALITY CONTROL REPORT 

Si9"«<'= //W'_ P>J/J^_ 
Radiochemical Laboratory Manager 

'''"°'= ; ( , . . 3 * 
QudliUy Assurance DspartiRsnt 

Meeting The Analytical Challenges Of A Changing World 



A A n a l y t i c a l T e C h n O l O g i e S j n C , Albuquerque, NM 
San Diego • Phoenix • Seattle • Pensacola • Fl. Collins • Portland • Albuquerque 

•• 'FrtSr) nn /yp :P l^ i '2^ 

CHAIN OF CUSTODY 
' ^ / ^ ^ / Q g PAGE / OF I DATE: 

ATI LAB I.P;C^c 
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PROJECT MANAGER 

COMPANY: W O A ^ Q o I ' P i o ^ r ^ 
ADDRESS: if. C / ^ y V ^ S 

PHONE: j ^ -̂  ^ ^ L ^ - ~7 ^ S r 
FAX: <;jr(^ - <^d>^/ f 

f. f ^ o « 
r/>̂ /̂  .jfi^ BILL TO: ^ ^ 

COMPANY: <f O ' ^̂ >:. / y-6 ") 
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CUSTODY SEALS < " ^ ^ 7 NA 

RECEIVED INTACT 

RECEIVED COLD 

.aa 
a T 

•y)^ /7-^s 
Prjnled Name: ^ / Date: / / > , 

PRIOR AUTHORIZATION IS REQUIRED FOR RUSH PROJECTS 
(RUSH) D24hr D48h t PTZhr D t W E E K (NORMAL) ^ ^ W E E K | 

Company: ^ Phone: 

RECEIVED BY; 

- yc-^s 

Signature: Time: 

Printed Name: Date: 

Company: 

Signature: Time: 

Printed Name: Date: 
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Signature: 
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Time: 
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>1JL^ Anoly l ica lTechnologieS, lnc. Albuquerque,. NM Chain of Custody 
DATE. 

NETWORK PROJECT MANAGER: B E T H P R O F F I T T 

' O j t ^ l ^ PAGE jLopi. 
ANALYSIS REQUEST 
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ADDRESS: 2709-D Pan American Freeway, NE 
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Controls for Environmental 
Pol lut ion. Inc. 

P.O. Box 5351 
Santa Fe, NM 87502 

Phone: (505) 982-9841/(800) 545-2188 

Molycorp, Inc. 
P. O. Box 469 
Questa. NM 87556 

Attn: Fred Martinez 
Invoice Nuinber: 

Order tt: 92-11-
Date: 11/13/92 
Worl< ID: Water 
Date Received: 
Date Completed: 

251 
12: 39 
(NR) 
11/11/92 
11/13/92 

Client Code: MOLYCORP INC 

Sample arrived at 12:45pm. 
I^SS: 936-29 

SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION 

Sample 
Number 
01 

Sample 
Description 

Sample 
Number 

Outfall 002 By: F. M. 

Sample 
Description 

Remainder of sample(s) for routine analysis mill be disposed 
of three tueeks from final report date. Sample(s) for bacteria 
analysis only, uiill be disposed of immediately after analysis. 
This is not applicable if other arrangements have been made. 

Ou^reports are rendernkupon che condition me t they are not to b^eproduced wholly o A part for advertisin A - i d / a r other purposAover our signature A n connection with cAname without specApermi iission in writir^ 



Controls for Environmental Pollution, Inc. INSTATE 5 0 5 / S B S SS^I i 

Order # 92-11-251 Controls for Environmental Page 2 
11/13/92 12:39 TEST RESULTS BY SAMPLE 

Sample: OIA Outfall 002 By: F. M. Collected: 11/11/92 Category: WATER 

Test Description Result D. L. Units Analuzed Bu 

Fecal Coliform <1 col/100 mis 11/11/92 JC 

Sample: OIB Outfall 002 By: P.M. Collected: 11/11/92 Category: WATER 

Test Description Result D. L. Units Analyzed Bu 
Sulfite 0.5 0.5 mg/liter 11/11/92 JCC 

Du^eports are render^ppon the condition j ^ t they are not to b^3produced wholly o i A p a r t for advertisin^ft.d/or other purpos A o v e r our signature l A n connection with o ^ n a m e without spec^^ermission in v 
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Advertising Order Number 3T-3198 -NNLX 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Public Notice of Draft NPDES Pemiit(s) 
APRIL 17, 1993 

This is to give notice that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6, has 
formulated a Draft Permit for the following facility (facilities) under the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). Development of the draft permit(s) 
was based on a preliminary staff review by EPA, Region 6, and consultation with the 
State of NEW MEXICO The State of NEW MEXICO is currently 
reviewing the draft permit(s) for the purpose of certifying or denying certification 
of the permit(s). The permit(s) will become effective within 30 days after the close-
of the comment period unless: 

A. The State of NEW MEXICO denies certification, or requests an extension 
for certification prior to that date. 

B. Comments received prior to MAY 17, 1993 warrant a public notice of 
EPA's final permit decision. 

C. A public hearing is held requiring delay of the effective date. 

EPA's contact person for submitting written comments, requesting information regarding 
the draft permit, and/or obtaining copies of the permit and the Statement of Basis or 
Fact Sheet is: 

Ms. Ellen Caldwell 
Permits Branch (6W-PS) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 
(214) 655-7513 

EPA's comments and public hearing procedures may be found at 40 CFR 124.10 and 124.12 
(48 Federal Register 14264, April 1, 1983, as amended at 49 Federal Register 38051, 
September 26, 1984). The cominent period during which written comments on the draft 
permit may be submitted extends for 30 days from the date of this Notice. During the 
comment period, any interested person may request a Public Hearing by filing a.written 
request which must state the issues to be raised. A public hearing will be held when 
EPA finds a significant degree of public interest. 

EPA will notify the applicant and each person who has submitted written comments or 
requested notice of the final permit decision. A final permit decision means a final 
decision to issue, deny, modify, revoke or reissue, or terminate a permit. Any person 
may request an Evidentiary Hearing on the Agency's final permit decision. However, 
the request must be submitted within 30 days of the date of the final permit decision 
and be In accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 124.74. Any condltlon(s) 
contested In a request for an evidentiary hearing on an Existing Source may be stayed 
If the request for a hearing is granted. If any condition(s) contested in a request 
for an evidentiary hearing are granted on a New Source, New Discharger, or 
Recommencing Discharger, the applicant shall be without a permit. 

Further Information including the administrative record may be viewed at the above 
address between 8 a.m. and 4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday. It is recommended that 
you write or call to the contact above for an appointment, so the record(s) will be 
available at your convenience. 



1. AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE TO WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
NPDES PERMIT NO. NM0020435. 

The applicant's mailing address is: 

Chino Mines Company 
P.O. Box 7 
Hurley, New Mexico 88043 

The principal discharges from this facility are made into Whitewater Creek 
(Outfall 001) and Lampbright Draw (Outfall 002) which have no designated uses 
under New Mexico Water Quality Standards, but have an existing use for 
wildlife watering; and which are tributary to Segment No. 2-803 of the Mimbres 
River, a water of the United States. The discharger is located at Hurley, 
Grant County, New Mexico. A fact sheet is available. Under the Standard 
Industrial Classification (SIC) Code 1021, the applicant extracts, benefic-
iates and processes copper ores. 

The significant changes from the previously issued permit are: 

1. Guideline technology and water quality standard limitations are 
applied at Outfalls 001 and 002 for the discharge from the retention 
ponds of excess precipitation over evaporation. 

2. Water quality standard limitations only apply for overflow from the 
retention ponds. 

AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE TO HATERS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
NPDES PERMIT NO. NM0022306. 

The applicant's mailing address is: 

Molycorp, Inc. 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

The principal discharges from this existing source are made into the Red River 
in Segment No. 2-119 Of the Rio Grande Basin, a water of the United States 
classified for secondary contact recreation, fish culture, coldwater fishery, 
irrigation, and livestock and wildlife watering. The discharger is located in 
Taos County, New Mexico. A fact sheet is available. Under the Standard 
Industrial Classification (SIC) Code(s) 1061, the applicant currently conducts 
mining and milling operations producing molybdenum disulfide concentrations. 
It is proposed that the current permit be reissued for a 5-year term. The 
significant changes from the current permit issued May 20, 1988, with an 
effective date of June 21, 1988, and an expiration date of June 20, 1993, are: 

1. Additional Outfalls 004 and 005 are included for periodic mine 
drainage. 

2. Water quality limitations are applied in accordance with a 
compliance schedule for combined Outfalls 001, 002, 004 and 
005 under SUM. 

3. Daily average mass technology limitations are applied for conJsined 
Outfalls 001 and 002 under SUM. 

4. Biomonitoring requirements are applied for combined Outfalls 
001, 002, 004 and OOS at a frequency of l/quarter. 



AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE TO WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
NPDES PERMIT NO. NM0028100. 

The applicant's mailing address is: 

Rio Grande Resources Corporation 
P.O. Box 1150 
Grants, New Mexico 87020 

The principal discharge from this existing source is made into an unnamed 
tributary (dry arroyo), thence to San Miguel Creek, thence to Arroyo Chico, 
thence to Rio Puerco Creek, and thence to the Rio Grande in Waterbody Segment 
Code 2-105 of the the Rio Grande Basin, a water of the United States 
classified for no designated uses at the discharge point. Existing uses are 
livestock and wildlife watering; and irrigation at the discharge point. The 
permittee reports that no flow from this source exists beyond Chico Arroyo, 
and thus no flow from this source reaches Segment 2-105 of the Rio Grande 
Basin; and all storm discharges associated with industrial activity are 
contained above or discharged through Outfall 001. The discharger is located 
in Cibola County, New Mexico. A fact sheet is available. Under the Standard 
Industrial Classification (SIC) Code 1094, the applicant currently operates 
the Mt. Taylor mine which is on standby. 

For Outfall 001, water quality standard limitations are applied. 

AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE TO WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
NPDES PERMIT NO. NM0028169. 

The applicant's mailing address is: 

Uranium King Corporation 
P.O. Box 60261 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89160 

The discharge from this existing source is made into an unnamed tributary (dry 
arroyo), thence to Canon de Piojo, thence to Salado Creek, thence to the Rio 
Puerco and thence to the Rio Grande in stream Segment 2-105 of the Rio Grande 
Basin, a water of the United States classified for no designated uses at the 
discharge point. The permittee reports that no flow from this source reaches 
Segment 2-105 of the Rio Grande Basin; and all storm discharges associated 
with industrial activity are contained above or discharged through Outfall 
001. An existing use is wildlife watering at the discharge point. The 
discharger is located at Rio Puerco Mine, approximately eight miles southeast 
of Marquez, Sandoval County, New Mexico. A fact sheet is available. Under 
the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code 1094, the applicant 
currently operates the Rio Puerco mine which is on standby. 

For Outfall 001, water quality standard limitations are applied. 
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FACT SHEET 

for the draft National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit 
to discharge to waters of the United States. 

Permit No. 

Applicant: 

Issuing Office: 

Prepared By: 

NM0022306 

Molycorp, Inc. 
P.O. Box 469 
Questa, New Mexico 87556 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

Fred Humke,' P.E. 
Industrial Permits Section (6W-PI) 
Pelrmits Branch 
Water Management Division 

Permit Action: Proposed reissuance of the current permit issued May 
20, 1988, with an effective date of June 21, 1988, and 
an expiration date of June 20, 1993. 

Date Prepared: 

Unless otherwise stated, citations to 40 CFR refer to promulgated regulations 
listed at Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, revised as of 7/1/92. 

I. APPLICANT ACTIVITY - the applicant currently conducts mining and milling 
operations producing molybdenum disulfide concentration. 

II. DISCHARGE LOCATION - as described in the application, the plant site is 
located in Taos County, New Mexico. Discharge is to the Red River in Segment 
No. 2-119 of the Rio Grande Basin. 

III. RECEIVING STREAM USES - the known and designated uses of the receiving 
waters are: 

- secondary contact recreation 
- fish culture 
- coldwater fishery 
- irrigation 
- livestock and wildlife watering 

IV. STREAM STANDARDS 

The general and specific stream standards are provided in "Water Quality 
Standards for Interstate and Intrastate Streams in New Mexico," New Mexico 
Water Quality Control Commission, as amended through 10/8/91. 

V. DISCHARGE DESCRIPTION - the following is a quantitative description of 
the discharge described in the EPA Permit Application Forms 1, 2C and 2D: 

A. FLOW (MGD) 

OUTFALL FREOUENCY 
001 Continuous 
002 Continuous 

MAX 30 DAY 
4.290 
0.436 

MAX DAILY 
N/A 
N/A 



PERMIT NO. 

004 
005 

B. 

NM0022306 FACT SHEET 

Intermittent 
Intermittent 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS (ma/L UNLESS 

N/A 
N/A 

PAGE 2 OF 10 

N/A 
N/A 

i OTHERWISE STATED) 

OUTFALL PARAMETER MAX 30 DAY 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 
002 

Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 

Suspended Solids 
Arsenic 
Cadmium 
Copper 
Cyanide 

Fluoride 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Ra226 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 

Iron 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Molybdenum 
Zinc 
Aluminum 
Boron 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Selenium 
Vanadium 
+ Ra228 
Beryllium 
Nickel 
Silver 
Ammonia(N) 
Residual Chlorine 

Chlordane 
pH Within the 
Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 

Suspended Solids 
Arsenic 
Cadmium 
Copper 
Cyanide 

Fluoride 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Ra226 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 

Iron 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Molybdenum 
Zinc 
Aluminum 
Boron 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Selenium 
Vanadium 
-t- Ra228 
Beryllium 
Nickel 
Silver 
Ammonia(N) 
Residual Chlorine 

Chlordane 
pH Within the range 

12.8 
5.0 

<0.01 
0.02 
0.080 
<0.001 
2.40 
0.290 
0.110 
0.130 
0.00024 
0.77 
0.017 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A pCi/1 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

range of 7.5 
6.3 
3.21 

<0.01 
N/A 
N/A 

<0.001 
2.14 
0.147 
N/A 
1.71 

<0.0002 
2.01 
0.011 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A pCi/1 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Of 7.26 to 7. 

MAX DAILY 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A pCi/1 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

to 7.6 s.u. 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
<0.005 
<0.010 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

<0.002 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
<0.05 
<0.10 
<0.010 
<0.010 
<0.005 
N/A 
1.5 pCi/1 

<0.005 
<0.020 
0.0016 

<0.03 
N/A 
0.00005 

.44 s.u. 



PERl'.IT NO. NM0022306 FACT SHEET PAGE 3 OF 10 

Raw Waste Characteristics 

004 
004 
004 
004 
004 
004 
004 
004 
004 
004 
004 
004 
004 
004 
004 
004 
004 
005 
005 
005 
005 
005 
005 
005 
005 
005 
005 
005 
005 
005 
005 
005 
005 
005 

C. 

Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 

Suspended 
Arsenic 
Boron 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Zinc 
Lead 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silver 
Vanadium 

Chlordane 
pH 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 
Total 

Solids 

Within the 
Suspended 
Arsenic 
Beryllium 
Boron 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Zinc 
Lead 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silver 
Vanadium 

Chlordane 
pH 

SUMMER TEMPERATURE °F 

OUTFALL 
001 
002 
003 & 004 

Solids 

530 
0.005 

<0.10 
<0.005 
0.002 
0.037 

<0.010 
0.020 
0.230 
0.160 
<0.0002 
0.034 

<0.005 
0.002 
0.035 
N/A 

range of N/A to 6. 
1500 

<0.005 
0.006 

<0.10 
0.003 
0.125 
0.049 
0.10 
0.230 
0.342 
<0.0002 
0.114 

<0.005 
0.003 
0.131 
N/A 

Within the range of N/A to 

. 

MAX 30 DAY 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

975 
N/A 

<0.10 
<0.0005 
0.002 
0.037 

<0.010 
0.100 
0.230 
-i0.286 
<0.0002 
0.034 

<0.005 
0.002 
0.035 
N/A 

,8 s.u. 
2500 

<0.01 
0.006 

<0.10 
0.006 
0.125 
0.049 
0.76 
1.4 
0.842 

<0.0002 
0.114 

<0.005 
0.003 
0.131 
N/A 

8.0 s.u. 

MAX DAILY 
N/A 
53.6 
N/A 

VI. TENTATIVE DETERMINATION - on the basis of preliminary staff review, the 
Environmental Protection Agency, after consultation with the State of New 
Mexico, has made a tentative determination to issue a permit for the discharge 
described in the application. 

VII. PROPOSED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS - the proposed effluent limitations for 
those pollutants proposed to be limited are as follows: 

See attached draft permit. 

VIII. DRAFT PERMIT RATIONALE - the following section sets forth the principal 
facts and the significant factual, legal, methodological, and policy questions 
considered in preparing the draft permit. Also set forth are any calculations 
or other necessary explanations of the derivation of specific effluent 
limitations and conditions, including a citation to the applicable effluent 
limitation guideline or performance standard provisions as required under 40 
CFR Part 122.44 and reasons why they are applicable or an explanation of how 
the alternate effluent limitations were developed: 
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A. TECHNOLOGY-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND/OR CONDITIONS 

For Outfall 001, technology limitations for Best Available Technology 
Economically Achievable (BAT) are retained as limited in the present permit 
under 40 CFR 440.103(b) and best professional judgment (BPJ) for Chemical 
Oxygen Demand, Total Suspended Solids, Total Arsenic, Total Cadmium, Total 
Copper, Total Cyanide, Fluoride, Total Iron, Total Lead, Total Manganese, 
Total Mercury, Total Molybdenum, Total Zinc and pH. 

For Outfall 002, the same BAT limitations are retained, except that monitoring 
and reporting only are required for Total Manganese and Total Molybdenum. 

Combined daily average loading limitations are calculated and limited at OOC 
based on the daily average concentration and a daily average flow of 4.726 
MGD. Total molybdenum limitations are retained as 25 lbs/day daily average 
for six months preceeding reporting period end date. 

For Outfalls 004 and 005, technology limitations BAT are applied as addressed 
under 40 CFR 440.103(a). These consist of daily average and daily maximum 
limitations for total copper, total zinc, total lead, total mercury and total 
cadmium. In addition, technology limitations for best conventional technology 
(BCT) under best professional judgment (BPJ) are based on Part 440.102(a) for 
best practicable control technology (BPT). These limitations are for total 
suspended solids and pH. 

B. WATER QUALITY-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND/OR CONDITIONS 

1. POST THIRD ROUND POLICY AND STRATEGY 

Section 101 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) states that "...it is the national 
policy that the discharge of toxic pollutants in toxic amounts be 
prohibited..." To insure that the CWA's prohibitions on toxic discharges are 
met, EPA has issued a "Policy for the Development of Water Quality-Based 
Permit Limitations for Toxic Pollutants (49 FR 9016-9019, 3/9/84)." In 
support of the national policy. Region 6 adopted the "Policy for Post Third 
Round NPDES Permitting" and the "Post Third Round NPDES Permit Implementation 
Strategy" on October 1, 1992. The Regional policy and strategy are designed 
to insure that no source will be allowed to discharge any wastewater which (1) 
results in instream aquatic toxicity; (2) causes a violation of an applicable 
narrative or numerical State water quality standard resulting in non
conformance with the provisions of 40 CFR Part 122.44(d); (3) results in the 
endangerment of a drinking water supply; or (4) results in aquatic 
bioaccumulation which threatens human health. 

2. IMPLEMENTATION 

The Region is currently implementing its post third round policy in 
conformance with the Regional strategy. The 5-year NPDES permits contain 
technology-based effluent limitations reflecting the best controls available. 
Where these technology-based permit limits do not protect water quality or the 
designated uses, additional water quality-based effluent limitations and/or 
conditions are included in the NPDES permits. State narrative and numerical 
water quality standards are used in conjunction with EPA criteria and other 
available toxicity information to determine the adequacy of technology-based 
permit limits and the need for additional water quality-based controls. 
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EPA has determined that there may be pollutants present in the effluent(s) 
which have the reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to, an instream 
excursion above the narrative criterion within the applicable State water 
quality standards, in violation of Section 101(a)(3) of the Clean Water Act. 
In addition, EPA is required under 40 CFR Part 122.44(d)(1) to include 
conditions as necessary to achieve the States' water quality standards as 
established under Section 303 of the Clean Water Act. 

The State has established a narrative water quality criterion which states 
that: 

"Toxic substances such as, but not limited to, pesticides, herbicides, 
heavy metals, and organics, shall not be present in receiving streams in 
concentrations which will change the ecological conditions of receiving 
waters to an extent detrimental to man or other organisms of direct or 
indirect commercial, recreational, or aesthetic value." (Water Oualitv 
Standards for Interstate and Intrastate Streams in New Mexico. Rule No. 
WQCC 91-1, Section 1-102.F.) 

Whole effluent biomonitoring is currently the most direct measure of potential 
toxicity which incorporates both the effects of synergism of effluent 
components and receiving stream water quality characteristics. Biomonitoring 
of the effluent is, therefore, required as a condition of this permit to 
assess potential toxicity. The biomonitoring procedures stipulated as a 
condition of this permit are as follows: 

TOXICITY TESTS FREOUENCY 

Chronic static renewal 7-day l/quarter 
survival and reproduction test 
using Ceriodaphnia dubia 
(Method 1002.0) 

Chronic static renewal 7-day l/quarter 
larval survival and growth test 
using fathead minnow (Pimephales 
promelas) (Method 1000.0) 

Toxicity tests shall be performed in accordance with protocols described in 
the latest edition of the: 

Short-Term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving 
Waters to Freshwater Organisms. EPA/600/4-89/001, March 1989. 

The stipulated test species are appropriate to measure the toxicity of the 
effluent consistent with the requirements of the State water quality standards. 
The biomonitoring frequency of each test species has been established to reflect 
the likelihood of ambient toxicity and to provide data representative of the 
toxic potential of the facility's discharge in accordance with regulations 
promulgated at 40 CFR Part 122.48. 

3. DILUTION CALCULATIONS 

The permit requires five (5) dilutions in addition to an appropriate control (0% 
effluent), to be used in the toxicity tests. These additional effluent 
concentrations shall be 9%, 12%, 17%, 22%, and 29%. The low-flow effluent 
concentration, (critical low flow dilution), is defined as 22% effluent and the 
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1/2 low-flow effluent concentration is defined as 36% effluent. The following 
calculations show the derivation of the critical low-flow and 1/2 low-flow 
dilutions. 

Dry Weather Dailv Average Flows 

Outfall 001 4.290 MGD 
Outfall 002 0.436 MGD 
Outfall 004 0.000 MGD 
Outfall 005 0.000 MGD 

Total 4.726 MGD Use 4.7 MGD 

403 Stream Low Flow 

21.4 MGD (33.1 cfs)(below discharge) - 4.7 MGD = 16.7 MGD 

Low Flow Critical Dilution 

4.7/(16.7 + 4.7) = 22% 

One-Half Low Flow Dilution 

4.7/(8.4 + 4.7) = 36% 

4. STATE STANDARDS 

Based on the most stringent designated uses cited for Segment 2-119; the 
numerical criteria under PART 2 of NM WQS; the numerical standards under PART 3 
of NM WQS; an in-stream hardness of 178 mg/l for CaC03; a TSS level of 20.5 mg/l; 
and the draft NM implementation plan, the water quality standards are calculated. 
Based on the ambient stream concentrations upstream of the discharge (as derived 
from STORET data when available or from sampling provided by the permittee 
otherwise), the allowable daily average effluent concentrations are calculated 
using the critical low flow of the streeun (provided by NMED), the combined daily 
average flow for Outfall 001 and 002, and the numerical WQ standards. Consist
ent with EPA national guidance and various State implementation plans, water 
quality based mass limits are applied. Total mass limits for Outfalls 001, 002, 
004 and 005, as applied at SUM, are based on the allowable effluent daily average 
concentrations at the combined daily average flow of 4.7 MGD. 

Thus Cd = (QaCa -<- QeCe')/(Qa + Qe) and 

Ce = [Cs(Qa -*- Qe) - CaQa]/Qe 

where Cd = instream waste concentration (mg/l) 

Ce = allowable daily average effluent concentration (mg/l) 

Ce'= reported concentration in effluent x 2.13 (mg/l) 

Cs = water quality standard (mg/l) 

Ca = ambient stream concentration upstream of discharge (mg/l) 

Qa = critical low flow of stream = 16.7 MGD 

Qe = combined daily average flow of dry weather Outfalls 001 and 002 

=4.7 MGD 
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and Me = Ce x 8.34 x 4.7 

where Me = total daily average water quality based mass limits for combined 

Outfalls 001, 002, 004 and 005 (lb/day) 

WQ PARAMETER Ca 

T. 
T. 
T. 
T. 
T. 
T. 
T. 
T. 
T. 
T. 
T. 

Arsenic 
Cadmiiun 
Copper 
Lead 
Zinc 
Aluminum 
Boron 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Selenium 
Vanadium 

0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
0. 
2. 
0. 

Ra226 -t- Ra228 

T. Beryllium 
T. Mercury 0 
T. Nickel 
T. Silver 
Chlordane 
Un-ion. Amm.(as 
T. Resid. Chlorine 0.01 

007(*4 
001(*4 
063(*4 
024(*4 
075(*4 
515(*4 
100(*4 

0.008(*4 
0.050(*4 
0.005(*4 
0.100(*4 
1.6 
pCi/1 
0.100(*4 
,0005(*4) 
0.050(*4 
0.001(*4 
0.0002 
N) 0.01( 

Cs 

0.042 
0.007 
0.066 
0.024 
0.607 
0.087 
0.750 
0.509 
0.050 
0.005 
0.100 
30 
pCi/1 

I 0.005 
0.000012 
) 0.553 
) 0.00012 
0.0000043 
*1) 0.03 

0.002 

Ce' 
(*2) 

0.022 
0.036 
0.155 
0.214 
0.032 
0.109 
0.214 
0.023 
0.023 
0.009 
0.064 
3.195 
pCi/1 
0.009 
0.0043 
0.041 
0.003 
0.00009 
0.0006 
0.023 

Cd 

0.022(*3) 
0.036 
0.165 
0.214 
0.082(*3) 
2.040 
0.232(*3) 
0.023(*3) 
0.056 
0.010 
0.124 
3.548(*3) 
pCi/1 
0.084 
0.0007 
0.068(*3) 
0.015 
0.00022 
0.024(*3) 
0.024 

Ce 

N/A 
0.028 
0.076 
0.024(*6) 
N/A 
0.087(*6) 
N/A 
N/A 
0.050 
0.005 
0.100 
N/A 

Me 

N/A 
1.10 
2.98 
0.94 
N/A 
3.41 
N/A 
N/A 
1.96 
0.20 
3.92 
N/A 

0.005(*6) 0.20(*5) 
0.000012(*6) 0.0005(*5) 
N/A 
0.00012(*6) 

N/A 
0.005(*5) 

0.0000043(*6) 0.0002(*5) 
N/A 

0.002(*6) 
N/A 
0.08(*5) 

(*1) With a pH of 7.7 s.u. and a temperature of 10 deg. C (50 
deg. F). 

(*2) Application concentration Outfall 001 X 0.91 plus 
application concentration Outfall 002 X 0.09. 

(*3) Cd<Cs. 
(*4) Sampled background average concentration STORET data; (21NMEX, 

URG 120.028045). 
(*5) Mass limits based on WQS effluent level; but reporting and 

calculations based on zero for concentrations <MQL levels. 
(*6) WQS level. 

5. HUMAN HFALTH SCREENING(*7) 

The screening criteria is based on the consumption of aquatic organisms only at 
the fish consumption rate of 6.5 g/day. The risk level for carcinogens is l.OOE-
05 with a human health critical dilution of 18%(*8). 

2.13 X 
POLLUTANT HUMAN HEALTH END OF PIPE PERMITTEE EXCEED 

BIOACCUM.(ug/l) EFF. CONC.(ug/l) EFF. CONC.(ug/l) CRITERIA? 

T. Arsenic 1.40 
T. Beryllium 1.30 

7.78 
7.22 

21.3 
10.7 

YES 
Yes 

(*7) Based on LOTUS 1-2-3 Spreadsheet for Gold Book Human Health 
Screening (see Appendix). 
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(*8) Human health critical dilution based on a long term daily 
average stream flow in the Red River of 33.6 cfs (21.7 MGD) above 
the Molycorp discharges, and a daily average effluent flow of 4.7 
MGD, as follows: 

4.7 MGD/(4.7 MGD +21.7 MGD) = 18% critical dilution. 

6. MINIMUM OUANTIFICATION LEVEL (MOL) 

If any individual analytical test result is less than the MQL, a value of zero 
(0) may be reported for that individual result for the Discharge Monitoring 
Report (DMR) calculations and reporting requirements. 

PARAMETER MQL 

Total Arsenic 0.01 mg/l 
Total Beryllium 0.005 mg/l 
Total Cadmium 0.001 mg/l 
Total Chromium 0.01 mg/l 
Total Copper 0.01 mg/l 
Total Lead 0.005 mg/l 
Total Mercury • 0.0002 mg/l 
Total Selenium 0.005 mg/l 
Total Zinc 0.02 mg/l 
Total Cyanide 0.01 mg/l 
Total Nickel 0.04 mg/l 
Total Silver 0.002 mg/l 
Chlordane 0.0002 mg/l 
Total Residual Chlorine 0.011 mg/l 

IX. VARIANCE REOUESTS 

No variance requests have been received. 

X. ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD - the following section is a list of the fact sheet 
citations to applicable statutory or regulatory provisions and appropriate 
supporting references to the administrative record required by 40 CFR Part 124.9: 

A. PERMIT(S) 

NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 reissued to Molycorp, Inc. on June 21, 
1988 and expiring on June 20, 1993. 

B. APPLICATION(S) 

NPDES Reapplication for NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 received from 
Molycorp, Inc. on December 18, 1992, letter amendments, and 
Forms 2D for Outfalls 004 and 005, received on January 28, 1993. 

C. CLEAN WATER ACT CITATION(S) 

Water Quality Standards for Interstate and Intrastate Streams 
in New Mexico, Effective November 12, 1991. 
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D. 40 CFR CITATION(S) 

Ore Mining and Dressing Point Source Category Effluent Guidelines 
and Standards for Best Available Technology Economically Achievable 
(BAT) under Part 440.102, Subpart J. 

E. Other Documents 

a. Letters of November 17 and December 3, 1992, from NMED to EPA 
addressing stormwater outfalls from mining sources; and defining 
the 4Q3 low flow in the Red River above Molycorp discharges. 

b. Letters of October 23, December 2, and December 8, 1992, from 
Molycorp to EPA supplementary to the reapplication; and 
containing analytical data relative to ambient stream 
conditions; and effluent data. 

c. Memo of February 8, 1993, from Molycorp to EPA supplementary 
to the reapplication. 

XI. CERTIFICATION - the permit is in the process of certification by the State 
agency following regulations promulgated at 40 CFR Part 124.53. A draft permit 
and draft public notice will be sent to the District Engineer, Corps of 
Engineers; to the Regional Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; and 
to the National Marine Fisheries Service, prior to the publication of that 
notice. 

XII. FINAL DETERMINATION - the public notice describes the procedures for the 
formulation of final determinations. 

X I I I . A P P E N D I X 

WATER OUALITY SCREENING PROGRAM FOR 
EPA BIOACCUMULATION CRITERIA FOR HUMAN HEALTH PROTECTION 

PERMITTEE: 

NPOES PERMIT NO: 

INDIVIDUAL STATE ASSUMPTIONS 

STATE 

ARKANSAS (ALL WATERS) 

LOUISIANA (ALL WATERS) 

NEW HEXICO (ALL WATERS) 

OKLAHOMA (ALL WATERS) 

Molycorp, Inc. 

NN0022306 

FISH CONSUMPTION 
RATE (g/day) 

6.5 

20.0 

6.5 

6.5 

TEXAS 
FRESHWATER 10.0 
MARINE 15.0 
INCIDENTAL FRESHWATER FISHERY 1.0 
INCIDENTAL MARINE FISHERY 1.5 

EPA DEFAULT ASSUMPTIONS 6.5 

CANCER 
RISK LEVEL 

l.OOE-05 

1.00E-06 

l.OOE-05 

l.OOE-05 

l.OOE-05 
l.OOE-05 
l.OOE-05 
l.OOE-05 

1.00E-06 
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SITE SPECIFIC ASSUMPTIONS 

CONSUMPTION OF AQUATIC ORGANISMS ONLY 
FISH CONSUMPTION RATE (g/day): 
RISK LEVEL FOR CARCINOGENS: 
HUMAN HEALTH 
CRITICAL DILUTION (X EFFLUENT): 

6.5 
l.OOE-05 

18.00X 

POLLUTANT 

METALS 

STATE END OF PIPE 
EPA SPECIFIC EFFLUENT 

HUMAN HEALTH HUMAN HEALTH CONCENTRATION 
BIOACCUMULATION BIOACCUMULATION TO MEET 

CRITERIA CRITERIA CRITERIA 
(M9/L) (Mg/L) (Mg/L) 

Antimony 
Arsenic 
BeryUium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Chromium (3+) 
Chromium (6*) 
Copper 
Lead 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Selenium 
SiIver 
Thallium 
Zinc 
Cyanide 

DIOXIN 

4308 
0.14 
0.13 

4308 
1.4 
1.3 

673077 
**•**•*••••• 

673077 

0.153 
4584 

0.153 
4584 

************ 
48 48 

23933.33333 
7.777777777 
7.222222222 

3739316.666 
••••*****••• 
************ 
************ 

0.85 
25466.66666 

************ 

266.6666666 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 

VOLATILE COMPOUNDS 

Acrolein 
Acrylonitrile 
Benzene 
Bromoform 
Carbon Tetrachloride 
Chlorobenzene 
ChIorodi bromomethane 
Chloroethane 
2-Chloroethyl Vinyl Ether 
Chloroform 
D i chIorobromomethane 
1,1-Dichloroethane 
1,2-Dichloroethane 
1,1-DJchloroethylene 
1,2-D i chIoropropane 
1,3-Dichloropropylene 
Ethylbenzene 
Methyl Bromide 
Methyl Chloride 
Methylene Chloride 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
Tet rachIoroethyIene 
Toluene 
1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 
Trichloroethylene 
Vinyl Chloride' 

ACID COMPOUNDS 

0.000000014 

780 
0.665 
71.28 
363.5 
4.42 

************ 
34.2 

************ 

470.8 
22.09 

************ 
98.6 
3.2 

1691 
28718 
4020 
470.8 
1578 
10.8 
8.85 

201294 

0.00000014 

780 
6.65 
712.8 
3635 
44.2 

342 

************ 

4708 
220.9 

************ 
986 
32 

************ 
1691 

28718 
4020 
4708 
15780 
108 

88.5 
201294 

0.000000777 

4333.333333 
36.94444444 

3960 
20194.44444 
245.5555555 
************ 

1900 
************ 
************ 
26155.55555 
1227.222222 
•••***••**** 
54//.////// 
M i . i m n i 
*******••**• 
9394.444444 
159544.4444 
22333.33333 
26155.55555 
87666.66666 

600 
491.6666666 

1118300 

2-Chlorophenol 
2,4-Dichlorophenol 

1030000 
41.99 
80.7 
525 

************ 

1030000 
419.9 
807 
5250 

5722222.222 
2332.777777 
4483.333333 
29166.66666 

PERMITTEE 
EFFLUENT 

CONCENTRATION 
(Mg/L) 

50 
10 
5 
20 
10 

DOES 
EFFLUENT EFFLUENT 

CONCENTRATION CONCENTRATION 
• 2.13 FACTOR EXCEED 

(/ig/L) CRITERIA? 

N/A 
N/A 

80 
110 

0.24 
20 
5 

1.6 
5 
17 
1 

106.5 
21.3 
10.65 
42.6 
21.3 

0 
0 

170.4 
234.3 
0.5112 
42.6 
10.65 
3.408 
10.65 
36.21 
2.13 

NO 
YES 
YES 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 

NO 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 

NO 
NO 



PERMIT NO. NM0022306 FACT SHEET PAGE 11 OF 10 

2,4-Oimethylphenol 
4,6-Dini t ro-o-Cresol 
2,4-Dinitrophenol 
2-Nitrophenol 
4-Nitrophenol 
Parachlorometacresol 
Pentachlorophenol 
Phenol 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 

BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS 

*•***••***•* 
765 

14264 
*••••*••••*• 
••******•••• 
••******•*•* 

8.16 
4615385 

6.5 

•*••***••*** 
765 

14264 
ft*********** 

************ 
************ 

81.6 
4615385 

65 

• • * * * * * * * * * i 

4250 
79244.44444 

453.3333333 
25641027.77 
361.1111111 

Acenaphthene ••*•**••*••* 
Acenaphthylene ****••*••*•* 
Anthracene 107692 
Benzidine 0.000535 
Benzo (a) Anthracene 0.0311 
Benzo (a) Pyrene 0.0311 
3,4-Benzofluoranthene 0.0311 
Benzo (ghi) Perylene ••*•******** 
Benzo (k) Fluoranthene 0.0311 
Bis(2-chloroethoxy) Methane ************ 
Bis(2-chloroethyl) Ether 1.42 
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl) Ether 174400 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl) Phthalate 5.92 
4-Brofnophenyl Phenyl Ether ************ 
Butyl Benzyl Phthalate 5202 
2-Chloronapthalene ************ 
4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl Ether •********••• 
Chrysene 0.0311 
Dibenzo (a,h) Anthracene 0.0311 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 17432 
1,3-D)chlorobenzene 2600 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 2600 
3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine 0.077 
Diethyl Phthalate 118019 
Dimethyl Phthalate 2900000 
Di-N-Butyl Phthalate 12100 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 9.1 
2,6-Dinitrotoluene ************ 
Di-N-octyl Phthalate ************ 
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 0.54 
Fluoranthene 374.6 
Fluorene 14358.5 
Hexachlorobenzene 0.00077 
Hexachlorobutadiene 49.7 
HexachIorocycIopentadi ene ************ 
Hexachloroethane 8.85 
Indeno (1,2,3-cd) Pyrene 0.0311 
Isophorone 599.7 
Naphthalene ************ 
Nitrobenzene 1863 
N-Nitrosodimethylamine 8.12 
N-Nitrosodi-N-Propylamine *•****•••*** 

107692 
0.00535 

0.311 
0.311 
0.311 

•*•**•****** 
0.311 

************ 
14.2 

174400 
59.2 

598288.8888 
0.029722222 
\ . T i r t t t n t 
\ . nn i nn 
\ .Tnmm 
\ . r in inn 
************ 
78.88888888 
968888.8888 
328.8888888 

5202 28900 

0.311 
0.311 
17432 
2600 
2600 
0.77 

118019 
2900000 

12100 
91 

************ 
5.4 

374.6 
14358.5 
0.0077 

497 
************ 

88.5 
0.311 
5997 

y . n i i t t t i i 
\ . n i i i nn 
96844.44444 
14444.44444 
14444.44444 

u.ztnnni 
655661.1111 
16111111.11 
67222.22222 
505.5555555 
* * * * * * * • * * * < 

30 
2081.111111 
79769.44444 
(3. (3Wi l in i l 
2761.111111 
***********^ 
491.6666666 
\ . m m I I I 
33316.66666 

1863 
81.2 

10350 
451.1111111 

N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 
Phenanthrene 
Pyrene 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 

PESTICIDES AND PCBs 

A ld r in 
Alpha-BHC 
Beta-BHC 
Gaima-BHC (Lindane) 
Delta-BHC 
Chlordane 
4,4'-DDT 
4,4'-DOE 
4.4'-DDD 
Die ldr in 
Alpha-Endosulfan 
Beta-Endosulfan 

16.2 
************ 

10769.2 
************ 

0.00014 
0.0131 
0.046 

0.0625 

************ 0.000588 
0.00059 
0.00059 
0.00083 

0.000144 
1.99 
1.99 

162 

10769.2 

0.0014 
0.131 
0.46 

0.625 

0.00588 
0.0059 
0.0059 
0.0083 

0.00144 
1.99 
1.99 

900 
************ 
59828.88888 

************ 

\3.mmim 
a.m m m 
2.555555555 
3.472222222 

0.032666666 
a . ^ i i i i i m 
0.012T77777 
0.046111111 

0.008 
11.05555555 
11.05555555 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 

NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 

NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
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Endosulfan Sul fate 
Endrin 
Endrin Aldehyde 
Heptachlor 
Heptachlor Epoxide 
PCB-1242 
PCB-1254 
PCB-1221 
PCB-1232 
PCB-1248 
PCB-1260 
PCB-1016 
Toxaphene 

N M 0 0 2 2 3 0 6 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

0.000214 
0.0001 

0.000045 
0.000045 
0.000045 
0.000045 
0.000045 
0.000045 
0.000045 
0.00075 

FACT SHEET 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
0.00214 

0.001 
0.00045 
0.00045 
0.00045 
0.00045 
0.00045 
0.00045 
0.00045 
0.0075 

• * * * * * • • * * * * 

0.011888888 
0.005555555 

0.0025 
0.0025 
0.0025 
0.0025 
0.0025 
0.0025 
0.0025 

0.041666666 
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0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
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PERMIT NO. NM0022306 

rfcteii 
COVER PAGE 

AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHMl^ UNDER THE 
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 

In compliance with the provisions of the Clean Water Act, as amended, 
(33 U.S.C. 1251 et. seq; the "Act"), 

Molycorp, Inc. 

P. O. Box 469 

Questa, New Mexico 87556 

is authorized to discharge from a facility located at Questa, Taos County, 
New Mexico 

to receiving waters named Red River, Waterbody Segment Code No. 2-119 of the 
Rio Grande Basin, from 

Outfall 001: Latitude 
Outfall 002: Latitude 
Outfall 004: Latitude 
Outfall 005: Latitude 

N36„41'49"; Longitude 
N36 41'29"; Longitude 
N36''41'08"; Longitude 
N36«'41'41"; Longitude 

W105„37'53" 
W105 37'53" 
W105»41'51" 
W105''31'48" 

in accordance with effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other 
conditions set forth in Parts I (11 pages), II (8 pages), and III (7 pages) 
hereof. 

This permit supersedes and replaces NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 issued May 20, 
1988. 

This permit shall become effective on 

This permit and the authorization to discharge shall expire at midnight. 

Prepared by: Signed this day of 

Frederick O. Humke, P.E. 
Environmental Engineer 
Industrial Permits Section (6W-PI) 

Myron O. Knudson, P.E. 
Director 
Water Management Division (6W) 
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PART I 
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS 

A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REOUIREMENTS 

OUTFALL 001 

During the period beginning the effective date and lasting through the 
expiration date, the permittee is authorized to discharge from Outfalls 001 -
process water from milling operations and tailings disposal. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified 
below: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS 

Flow (MGD) 
Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic 
Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Cyanide 
Fluoride 
Total Iron 
Total Lead 
Total Manganese 
Total Mercury 
Total Molybdenum 
Total Zinc 
Total Aluminum 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium 
Total Vanadium 
Total Beryllivun 
Total Silver 
Chlordane 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Temperature 
Biomonitoring 

(LBS 
DAILY AVG 

N/A 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 

CD 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(•1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
N/A 
N/A 

MASS 
/DAY) 

DAILY MAX 
N/A 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
{*!) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
N/A 
N/A 

OTHER 
(mg/L UNLESS 

UNITS 
STATED) 

DAILY AVG DAILY MAX 
(*1) 
60 
20 
0.5 

0.05 
0.15 
0.025 
3.0 
0.6 
0.3 
1.0 
0.001 
1.0 
0.2 

CD 
(*D 
(*D 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1)»F 
N/A 

(*D 
90 
30 
1.0 
0.05 
0.30 
0.05 
3.0 
0.6 
0.6 
1.5 
0.002 
2.0 
0.2 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 

(*D 
(*1) 

(*D 
(*1)»F 
N/A 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC MONITORING REOUIREMENTS 

Flow (MGD) 
Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic(*5) 
Total CadmiumCS) 
Total Copper(*5) 
Total Cyanide(*5) 
Fluoride 
Total Iron 
Total Lead(*5) 
Total Manganese 
Total Mercury(*5) 
Total Molybdenum 

MEASintEMENT 
FREOUENCY 

SAMPLE 
TYPE 

(*2) 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 

Record 
Composite(*3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C^) 
Composite C^) 
Composite C^) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C^) 
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Total Zinc(*5) 
Total Aluminum 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium(*5) 
Total Vanadium 
Total Beryllium(*5) 
Total Silver(*5) 
Chlordane(*5) 
Total Residual Chlorine(*5) 
Temperature 
Biomonitoring 

1/Week 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Week 
1/Quarter 

Composite(*3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Grab 

(*4) 

The pH shall not be less than 6.0 standard units nor greater than 9.0 standard 
units and shall be monitored 1/Week by grab sample. 

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than 
trace amounts. 

Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above 
shall be taken at the following location(s): Outfall 001, which is the 
discharge spillway from Pope Lake. 

FOOTNOTES 

(*1) Report. 
C2) Continuous and totalized monitoring. 
( * 3 ) See Part II, Paragraph A. 
C4) See Part II, Paragraph E. 
1*5) See Part II, Paragraph D. 
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OUTFALLS 002 

During the period beginning the effective date and.lasting through the 
expiration date, the permittee is authorized to discharge from Outfall 002 -
seepage from tailings impoundment. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified 
below: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS(*2) 

MASS 
(LBS/DAY) 

DAILY AVG DAILY MAX 
Flow (MGD) 
Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic 
Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Cyanide 
Fluoride 
Total Iron 
Total Lead 
Total Manganese 
Total Mercury 
Total Molybdenum 
Total Zinc 
Total Aluminum 
Total Cobalt 
Tota l Selenivim 
Total Beryllium 
Total Silver 
Chlordane 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Total Zinc 
Temperature 
Biomonitoring 

OTHER UNITS 
(mg/L UNLESS STATED) 

DAILY AVG DAILY MAX 
N/A 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*D 
(*1) 
(*D 
(*D 
(*1) 

(*D 
(*D 
(*D 
(*1) 
(*D 
(*1) 
(*D 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*D 
(*l) 
(*D 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
N/A 
N/A 

(*1) 
60 
20 
0 . 5 
0 . 0 5 
0 . 1 5 
0 . 0 2 5 
3 . 0 
0 . 6 
0 . 3 
(*D 
0 . 0 0 1 
C D 
0 . 2 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*D 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
C D 
0 . 2 
(*1)'»F 
N/A 

(*D 
90 
30 
1.0 
0 . 0 5 
0 . 3 0 
0 . 0 5 
3 . 0 
0 . 6 
0 . 6 
(*D 
0 .002 
(*D 
0 . 2 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*D 
(*D 
(*D 
(*D 
0 . 2 
(*l) '»F 
N/A 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC MONITORING REOUIREMENTS 

Flow (MGD) 
Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic(*5) 
Total CadmiumC5) 
Total Copper(*5) 
Total Cyanide(*5) 
Fluoride 
Total Iron 
Total Lead(*5) 
Total Manganese 
Total Mercury(*5) 
Total Molybdenum 
Total Zinc(*5) 
Total Aluminum 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium(*5) 
Total Vanadium 

MEASUREMENT 
FREOUENCY 

SAMPLE 
TYPE 

(*2) 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 

Record 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite(*3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite(*3) 
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Total Beryllium(*5) 
Total Silver(*5) 
Chlordane(*5) 
Total Residual Chlorine(*5) 
Total Zinc(*5) 
Temperature 
Biomonitoring 

1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/Quarter 

Composite(*3) 
Composite C3) 
Composite C3) 
Compos ite C 3) 
Composite C3) 
Grab 

(M) 

The pH shall not be less than 6.0 standard units nor greater than 9.0 standard 
units and shall be monitored 1/Week by grab sample. 

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than 
trace amounts. 

Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above 
shall be taken at the following location(s): Outfall 002, which is the 
collected and combined seepage from the tailings impoundment. 

FOOTNOTES 

(*1) Report. 
C2) By gauging on a daily basis. 
C3) See Part II, Paragraph A. 
C4) See Part II, Paragraph E. 
C5) See Part II, Paragraph D. 
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OUTFALLS 004 and 005 

During the period beginning the effective date and lasting through the 
expiration date, the permittee is authorized to discharge individually from 
Outfalls 004 and 005 - periodic mine drainage, including collected stormwater. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified 
below: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS 

CONVENTIONAL 
Flow (MGD) 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic 
Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Zinc 
Total Lead 
Total Mercury 
Total Aluminum 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium 
Total Vanadium 
Total Beryllium 
Total Silver 
Chlordane 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Biomonitoring 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC 

MASS 
(LBS/DAY) 

DAILY AVG DAILY MAX 

OTHER UNITS 
(mg/L imLESS STATED) 

DAILY AVG DAILY MAX 

(*1)(*2) 
N/A 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
(*1)(*2) 
N/A 

(*D 
N/A 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*D 
(*1) 
(*D 
(*l) 

(*D 
(*D 
(*i) 
(*1) 

(*D 
(*l) 
N/A 

MONITORING ] 

MEASUREMENT 
FREOUENCY 

Report 
20 

(*D 
0.05 
0.15 
0.75 
0.3 
0.001 

(*D 
(*1) 

(*D 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*1) 

(*D 
(*1) 
N/A 

[«:OUIREMENTS 

SAHPLE 
TYPE 

Report 
30 

(*D 
0.10 
0.30 
1.5 
0.6 
0.002 

(*D 
(*D 
(*1) 
(*1) 

(*D 
(*D 
(*1) 
(*1) 
N/A 

CONVENTIONAL 
Flow (MGD) 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic(*5) 
Total CadmiumCS) 
Total Copper(*5) 
Total Zinc(*5) 
Total Lead(*5) 
Total Mercury(*5) 
Total Aluminum 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium(*5) 
Total Vanadium 
Total Beryllium(*5) 
Total Silver(*5) 
Chlordane(*5) 
Total Residual Chlorine(*5) 
Biomonitoring 

1/Day(*3) 
1/Day(*3) 
1/Day(*3) 
1/Day(*3) 
1/Day(*3) 
1/Day(*3) 
1/Day(*3) 
1/Day(*3) 
l/Month(*3) 
1/Month(*3) 
1/Month(*3) 
1/Month(*3) 
1/Month(*3) 
1/Month(*3) 
1/Month(*3) 
1/Month(*3) 
1/Quarter 

Estimate 
Composite(*6) 
Composite C6) 
Composite C6) 
Composite C6) 
Composite C6) 
Composite C6) 
Composite C6) 
Composite C6) 
Composite C6) 
Composite(*6) 
Composite(*6) 
Composite C6) 
Composite C6) 
Composite C6) 

Composite C6) 
(*4) 

The pH shall not be less than 6.0 standard units nor greater than 9.0 standard 
units and shall be monitored 1/day(*1) by grab sample. 

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than 
trace amounts. 
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Seunples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above 
shall be taken at the following location(s)t Prior to discharge from the 
settling basins. 

FOOTNOTES 

(*1) Report 
( * 2 ) Daily discharges averaged over the number of days in the monthly period. 
C3) During periods of discharge. 
C4) See Part II, Paragraph E. 
i * 5 ) See Part II, Paragraph D. 
(*6) See Part II, Paragraph A. 
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INTERIM LIMITATIONS SUMl 

During the period beginning the effective date and lasting through June 30, 
1996, the permittee is authorized to discharge combined loads, SUMl - Sum 
total,of Outfalls 001 and 002 for the month. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified 
below: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS 

Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic 
Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Cyanide 
Flouride 
Total Iron 
Total Lead 
Total Manganese 
Total Mercury 
Total Molybdenum 
Total Zinc 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC 

Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic 
Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Cyanide 
Flouride 
Total Iron 
Total Lead 
Total Manganese 
Total Mercury 
Total Molybdenum 
Total Zinc 

MASS 
(LBS/DAY) 

DAILY AVG 
2364 
788 

19.6 
2.00 
5.88 
0.98 
118 

23.6 
11.8 
39.4 
0.04 
25.0(*1) 
7.84 

DAILY MAX 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

MONITORING 

OTHER UNITS 
(mg/L UNLESS STATED) 

DAILY AVG 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

REOUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREOUENCY 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 

TYPE 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 

DAILY MAX 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

FOOTNOTES 

(*1) Calculate the average of monthly reported daily averages for (Xitfall 001 for six 
months preceeding the reporting period end date, then calculate the average of 
monthly reported daily averages for Outfall 002 for six months preceeding the 
reporting period end date. The stated discharge limitation applies to the sum 
total of these two calculated values. 
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FINAL LIMITATIONS SUMl 

During the period beginning July 1, 1996, and lasting through the expiration date, the 
permittee is authorized to discharge combined loads, SUMl - Sum total of Outfalls 001 
and 002 for the month. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS 

Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic 
Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Cyanide 
Flouride 
Total Iron 
Total Manganese 
Total Molybdenum 
Total Zinc 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC 

• 
Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic 
Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Cyanide 
Flouride 
Total Iron 
Total Manganese 
Total Molybdenum 
Total Zinc 

MASS 
(LBS 

DAILY AVG 
2364 
788 
19.6 
2.00 
5.88 
0.98 
118 
23.6 
39.4 
25.0(* 
7.84 

i/DAY) 

• 

1) 

DAILY M70C 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

MONITORING 

OTHER UNITS 
(mg/L UNLESS STATED) 

DAILY AVG 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

REOUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT SAMPLE 
FREOUENCY 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 

TYPE 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 

DAILY MAX 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

FOOTNOTES 

(*1) Calculate the average of monthly reported daily averages for Outfall 001 for six 
months preceeding the reporting period end date, then calculate the average of 
monthly reported daily averages for Outfall 002 for six months preceeding the 
reporting period end date. The stated discharge limitation applies to the sum 
total of these two calculated values. 
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INTERIM LIMITATIONS SUM2 

During the period beginning the effective date and lasting through June 30, 1996, the 
permittee is authorized to discharge combined loads, SUM2 - Sum total of Outfalls 001, 
002, 004 and 005 for the month. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS 

Total Silver 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Total Aluminum 
Total Cobalt 
Total Mercury 
Total Selenium 
Total Vanadium 
Total Beryllium 
Chlordane 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC 

Total Silver 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Total Aluminum 
Total Cobalt 
Total Mercury 
Total Selenium 
Total Vanadium 
Total Beryllium 
Chlordane 

MASS 
(LBS/DAY) 

DAILY AVG 

(*1) 

(*D 
(*1) 
(*1) 
(*D 
(*1) 
(*D 
(*1) 
(*D 

DAILY MAX 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

OTHER UNITS 
(mg/L UNLESS STATED) 

DAILY AVG DAILY MAX 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

MONITORING REOUIREMENTS 

MEASUREMENT 
FREOUENCY 

1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 

SAMPLE 
TYPE 

Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

FOOTNOTES 

(*1) Report. 
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FINAL LIMITATIONS SUM2 

During the period beginning July 1, 1996, and lasting through the expiration date, the 
permittee is authorized to discharge combined loads, SUM2 - Sum total of Outfalls 001, 
002, 004 and 005 for the month 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS 

Total Cadmium 
Total Lead 
Total Mercury 
Total Silver 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Total Aluminum 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium 
Total Vanadium 
Total Beryllium 
Chlordane 

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTIC 

Total Cadmium 
Total Lead 
Total Mercury 
Total Silver 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Total Altiminum 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium 
Total Vanadium 
Total Beryllium 
Chlordane 

MASS 
(LBS/DAY) 

DAILY AVG 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
1 
0 
3 
0 
0 

.10 

.94 
0005 
005 
08 
41 
96 
20 
92 
20 
0002 

DAILY MAX 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

MONITORING 

MEASUREMENT 
FREOUENCY 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 
1/Month 

OTHER UNITS 
(mg/L UNLESS 

DAILY AVG 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

REOUIREMENTS 

SAMPLE 
TYPE 

Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 
Calculate 

STATED) 
DAILY MAX 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

FOOTNOTES 
N/A 
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B. SCHEDULE OF COMPLIANCE 

The permittee shall achieve compliance with the effluent limitations specified 
for discharges in accordance with the following schedule: 

Mass limitations for SUMl and SUM2 

Status Report 
Status Report 
Status Report 
Status Report 
Status Report 
Status Report 
Status Report 
Status Report 
Status Report 
Status Report 
Achieve Compliance 

12/31/93 
3/31/94 
6/30/94 
9/30/94 
12/31/94 
3/31/95 
6/30/95 
9/30/95 
12/31/95 
3/31/96 
7/01/96 

Reports of compliance or noncompliance with, or any progress reports on, 
interim and final requirements contained in any compliance schedule of this 
permit shall be submitted no later than 14 days following each schedule date. 
Any reports of noncompliance shall include the cause of noncompliance, any 
remedial actions taken, and the probability of meeting the next scheduled 
requirement. 

C. REPORTING OF MONITORING RESULTS 

Monitoring results shall be reported in accordance with the provisions of 
Part III.D.4 of the permit. Monitoring results obtained during the previous 
month shall be summarized and reported on a Discharge Monitoring Report form 
postmarked no later than the 15th day of the month following the completed 
reporting period. 

The first report is due on 
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PART II 
OTHER CONDITIONS 

A. The term "composite sample" means a sample consisting of a minimum of two 
grab samples of effluent collected not less than four hours apart over a 
normal eight hour operating day and combined proportional to flow or a sample 
continuously collected proportional to flow over a normal eight hour operating 
day. All such samples shall be typical and representative of effluent 
generated during the period since the last sample was collected. 

B. The Molycorp thiocyanate colorimetric method is approved for the analysis 
of molybdenum unless susequently determined to be inappropriate by the NMED or 
EPA. 

C. As soon as practicable after the arrival of Molycorp's environmental staff 
at the site of a tailings spill that reaches the Red River, but no later than 
two (2) hours after arrival at the site, water quality Scimpling shall 
commence. Samples shall be taken at three sites: 

(1) Approximately 100 feet above the point where tailings enter the 
river; 

(2) Approximately 100 feet below the point where tailings enter the 
river; and 

(3) Approximately one-half mile below the point where tailings 
enter the river. 

All samples shall be properly preserved and analyzed for: 

Chemical Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids 
Total Arsenic 
Total Cadmium 
Total Copper 
Total Cyanide 
Fluoride 
Total Iron 
Total Lead 
Total Manganese 
Total Mercury 
Total Molybdenum 
Total Zinc 
Total Aluminum 
Total Boron 
Total Chromium 
Total Cobalt 
Total Selenium 
Total Vanadium 
Total Beryllium 
Total Nickel 
Total Silver 
Un-ionized Ammonia (as N) 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Temperature 
pH 

The results of the analysis shall be submitted to the EPA Water Division 
Enforcement Branch (6W-EA) and the NMED within 30 days following a tailings 
spill. 
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Consistent with the procedures described in the Preventative Maintenance and 
Surveillance Plan and the Contingency Action and Reporting Plan (June 1975), a 
written report containing the following information will be sent to the EPA 
(6E) and the NMED within ten (10) days following any spill: 

(1) Date of Spill. 

(2) Time when the spill was observed and time when tailings flow 
into the river was stopped. 

(3) Location (pipe or coupling number). 

(4) Estimated amount of tailings that entered the river. 

(5) Sketch and dimension of size of hole or failure that caused 
- the spill. 

(6) Position of failure in the pipe or coupling. 

(7) Copy of the latest computer printout covering the pipe or 
coupling which failed. 

(8) Comments, if required for clarification. 

D. MINIMUM QUANTIFICATION LEVELS 

If any individual analytical test result is less than the minimum 
quantification level (MQL), a value of zero (0) may be reported for that 
individual result for the Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) calculation and 
reporting requirements. 

PARAMETER MOL 

Total Arsenic 0.01 mg/ 
Total Beryllium 0.005 mg/ 
Total Cadmium 0.001 mg/ 
Total Chromium 0.01 mg/ 
Total Copper 0.01 mg/ 
Total Lead 0.005 mg/ 
Total Mercury 0.0002 mg/ 
Total Selenium 0.005 mg/ 
Total Zinc 0.02 mg/ 
Total Cyanide 0.01 mg/ 
Total Nickel 0.04 mg/ 
Total Silver 0.002 mg/ 
Chlordane 0.0002 mg/ 
Total Residual Chlorine 0.011 mg/ 

This permit may be reopened if MQLs change during the term of the permit. 

E. HHOLE EFFLUENT TOXICITY TESTING REQUIREMENTS (Chronic, Freshwater) 

1. SCOPE. FREOUENCY AND METHODOLOGY 

a. The provisions of this section are applicable to Outfall(8) 001, 002, 
004 and 005 for whole effluent toxicity. 

b. The permittee shall test the effluent for toxicity in accordance with 
the provisions in this section. This testing will determine if an 
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appropriately dilute effluent sample adversely affects the survival, 
reproduction or growth of the test organism. 

c. The permittee shall complete the first toxicity test for each species 
within sixty (60) days of the effective date of the permit. 

d. The permittee shall implement all toxicity tests utilizing the test or
ganisms, procedures and quality assurance requirements specified in this 
section of the permit and in accordance with the EPA manual, "Short-Term 
Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving 
Waters to Freshwater Organisms", EPA/600/4-89/001, or the most recent 
update thereof. The permittee shall repeat a test, including the 
control and all effluent dilutions, if the procedures and quality 
assurance requirements defined in the test methods or in this permit are 
not satisfied. A repeat test shall be conducted within the required 
reporting period of any test determined to be invalid. 

e. The permittee shall utilize the Ceriodaphnia dubia chronic static 
renewal survival and reproduction test (Method 1002.0 or the most recent 
publication). This test should be terminated when 60% of the surviving 
females in the control produce three broods. The permittee shall 
conduct the Ceriodaphnia dubia toxicity test at a frequency of once per 
quarter. 

f. The permittee shall utilize the fathead minnow (Pimephales promelas) 
chronic static renewal 7-day larval survival and growth test (Method 
1000.0 or the most recent publication). A minimum of five (5) repli
cates with eight (8) organisms per replicate must be used for this test. 
The permittee shall conduct the fathead minnow toxicity test at a 
frequency of once per quarter. 

g. The permittee shall use five effluent dilution concentrations in addi
tion to a control (0% effluent) in each toxicity test. These additional 
effluent concentrations shall be 9%, 12%, 17%, 22%, and 29%. The 
low-flow effluent concentration (critical dilution) is defined as the 
22% effluent. 

h. The NOEC (No Observed Effect Concentration) is defined as the greatest 
effluent dilution which does not elicit lethality that is statistically 
different from the control (0% effluent) at the 95% confidence level. 

i. This permit may be reopened to rec[uire whole effluent toxicity limits, 
chemical specific effluent limits, additional testing, and/or other 
appropriate actions to address toxicity. 

2. PERSISTENT LETHALITY 

If the testing frequency in item 1 is monthly for a species, the permittee 
shall initiate the Toxicity Reduction Evaluation requirements as specified 
under Part II, Section F of this permit when any two of three consecutive 
monthly toxicity tests exhibit significant lethal effects at the 22% effluent 
concentration. 

3. REOUIRED TOXICITY TESTING CONDITIONS 

a. Test Acceptance 

The permittee shall repeat any toxicity test, including the control and 
all effluent dilutions, which fails to meet any of the following crite
ria: 
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i. The toxicity test control (0% effluent) must have survival equal 
to or greater than 80%. 

ii. The mean number of Ceriodaphnia dubia neonates produced per sur
viving female in the control (0% effluent) must be 15 or more. 

iii. The minimum mean dry weight of surviving fathead minnow larvae at 
the end of the 7 days in the control (0% effluent) must be 0.25 mg 
per larva or greater. 

iv. The percent coefficient of variation between replicates shall be 
40% or less in the control (0% effluent) for: the young of surviv
ing females in the Ceriodaphnia dubia reproduction test; fathead 
minnow growth test; and fathead minnow survival test. 

V. The percent coefficient of variation between replicates shall be 
40% or less in the 22% effluent concentration, unless significant 
lethal or nonlethal effects are exhibited for the young of 
surviving females in the Ceriodaphnia dubia reproduction test; 
fathead minnow growth test; and fathead minnow survival test. 

b. Statistical Interpretation 

i. For the Ceriodaphnia dubia survival test, the statistical analyses 
used to determine if there is a significant difference between the 
control and the low flow (critical dilution) shall be Fisher's 
Exact Test as described in the "Short-Term Methods for Estimating 
the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwa
ter Organisms", EPA/600/4-89/001, or the most recent update there
of. 

ii. For the Ceriodaphnia dubia reproduction test and the fathead 
minnow larval survival and growth test, the statistical analyses 
used to determine if there is a significant difference between the 
control and the low flow (critical dilution) effluent concentra
tion shall be in accordance with the methods for determining the 
No Observed Effect Concentration (NOEC) as described in the 
"Short-Term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Efflue
nts and Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms", EPA/600/4-
89/001, or the most recent update thereof. 

c. Dilution Water 

i. Dilution water used in the toxicity tests will be receiving water 
from the Red River collected as close to the point of discharge as 
possible but unaffected by the discharge. The permittee shall 
substitute synthetic dilution water of similar pH, hardness and 
alkalinity to the closest downstream perennial water for; 

A. toxicity tests conducted on effluent discharges to receiving 
water classified as intermittent streams; and 

B. toxicity tests conducted on effluent discharges where no 
receiving water is available due to zero flow conditions. 

ii. If the receiving water is unsatisfactory as a result of preexist
ing instream toxicity (fails to fulfill the test acceptance 
criteria of item 3.a.), the permittee may substitute synthetic 
dilution water for the receiving water in all subsequent tests 
provided the unacceptable receiving water test met the following 
stipulations: 
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A. a synthetic dilution water control which fulfills the test 
acceptance requirements of item 3.a. was run in addition to 
the receiving water control; 

B. the test indicating receiving water toxicity has been car
ried out to completion (i.e., 7 days); 

C. the permittee includes all test results indicating receiving 
water toxicity with the full report and information required 
by item 4. below; and 

D. the synthetic dilution water shall have a pH, hardness and 
alkalinity similar to that of the receiving water or closest 
downstreeun perennial water not adversely affected by the 
discharge, provided the magnitude of these parameters will 
not cause toxicity in the synthetic dilution water. 

d. Samples and Composites 

i. The permittee shall collect a minimum of three flow-weighted 
24-hour composite samples from Outfall(s) 001, 002, 004 and 005. 
A 24-hour composite sample consists of a minimum of four effluent 
portions collected at equal time intervals representative of a 24-
hour operating day and combined proportional to flow or a Scunple 
continuously collected proportional to flow over a 24-hour 
operating day. 

ii. The permittee shall collect second and third 24-hour composite 
samples for use during 24-hour renewals of each dilution concen
tration for each test. The permittee must collect the 24-hour 
composite samples such that the effluent samples are representa
tive of any periodic episode of chlorination, biocide usage or 
other potentially toxic substance discharged on an intermittent 
basis. 

iii. The permittee must collect the 24-hour composite samples so that 
the meucimum holding time for any effluent sample shall not exceed 
72 hours. The permittee must have initiated the toxicity test 
within 36 hours after the collection of the last portion of the 
first 24-hour composite sample. Samples shall be chilled to 4 de
grees Centigrade during collection, shipping and/or storage. 

iv. If the flow from the outfall(s) being tested ceases during the 
collection of effluent samples, the requirements for the minimum 
number of effluent samples, the minimum number of effluent por
tions and the sample holding time are waived during that sampling 
period. However, the permittee must collect an effluent composite 
Scunple volvune during the period of discharge that is sufficient to 
complete the required toxicity tests with daily renewal of efflu
ent. When possible, the effluent samples used for the toxicity 
tests shall be collected on separate days if the discharge occurs 
over multiple days. The effluent composite sample collection 
duration and the static renewal protocol associated with the 
abbreviated sample collection must be documented in the full 
report required in item 4. of this section. 

V. The permittee shall combine the 24-hour composite effluent samples 
in proportion to the average flow from outfalls 001, 002, 004 and 
005 for the day the sample was collected. The permittee shall 
perform the toxicity test on the flow-weighted composite of the 
outfall samples. 
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4. REPORTING 

a. The permittee shall prepare a full report of the results of all tests 
conducted pursuant to this section in accordance with the Report 
Preparation Section of "Short-Term Methods for Estimating the Chronic 
Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Haters to Freshwater Organisms", 
~EPA/600/4-89/001, or the most current publication, for every valid or 
invalid toxicity test initiated whether carried to completion or not. 
The permittee shall retain each full report pursuant to the provisions 
of Part III.C. of this permit. The permittee shall submit full reports 
onlv upon the specific rec[uest of the Agency. 

b. The permittee shall submit the results of each valid toxicity test on 
the subsequent monthly DMR for that reporting period in accordance with 
Part III. D. of this permit, as follows: 

Pimephales promelas (Fathead Minnow) 

i. If the Fathead minnow No Observed Effect Concentration (NOEC) for 
survival is less than the 22% effluent dilution, enter a "1"; 
otherwise, enter a "0". Parameter No. TLP6C. 

ii. Report the Fathead minnow NOEC value for survival. Parameter 
No. T0P6C. 

iii. Report the Fathead minnow NOEC value for growth. 
Parameter No. TPP6C. 

iv. Report the % coefficient of variation (Largest of low flow and 
control dilutions). Parameter No. TQP6C. 

Ceriodaphnia dubia 

i. If the Ceriodaphnia dubia NOEC for survival is less than the 22% 
effluent dilution, enter a "1"; otherwise, enter a "0". Parsuneter 
No. TLP3B. 

ii. Report the Ceriodaphnia dubia NOEC value for survival. 
Parameter No. T0P3B. 

iii. Report the Ceriodaphnia dubia NOEC value for reproduction. 
Parameter No. TPP3B. 

iv. Report the % coefficient of variation (Largest of low flow and 
control dilutions). Parameter No. TQP3B. 

TOXICITY REDUCrriON EVALUATION 

Within ninety (90) days OF CONFIRMING LETHALITY IN THE RETESTS, the 
permittee shall submit a TRE Action Plan and Schedule for conducting a 
Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE). The TRE Action Plan shall specify 
the approach and methodology to be used in performing the TRE. A 
Toxicity Reduction Evaluation is an investigation intended to determine 
those actions necessary to achieve compliance with water quality-based 
effluent limits by reducing an effluent's toxicity to an acceptable 
level. A TRE is defined as a step-wise process which combines toxicity 
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testing and analyses of the physical and chemical characteristics of a 
toxic effluent to identify the constituents causing effluent toxicity 
and/or treatment methods which will reduce the effluent toxicity. The 
TRE Action Plan shall lead to the successful elimination of effluent 
toxicity at the low flow dilution and include the following: 

a. Specific Activities. The plan shall detail the specific approach 
the permittee intends to utilize in conducting the TRE. The 
approach may include toxicity characterizations, identifications 
and confirmation activities, source evaluation, treatability 
studies, or alternative approaches. When the permittee conducts 
Toxicity Characterization Procedures the permittee shall perform 
multiple characterizations and follow the procedures specified in 
the documents 'Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evalua
tions: Phase I Toxicity Characterization Procedures" (EPA-600/6-
91/003) and "Toxicity Identification Evaluation: Characterization 
of Chronically Toxic Effluents, Phase I" (BPA-600/6-91/005), or 
alternate procedures. Hhen the permittee conducts Toxicity Identi
fication Evaluations and Confirmations, the permittee shall 
perform multiple identifications and follow the methods specified 
in the documents "Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification 
Evaluations, Phase II Toxicity Identification Procedures" (EPA/60-
0/3-88/035) and "Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification 
Evaluations, Phase III Toxicity Confirmation Procedures" (BPA/600-
/3-88/036), as appropriate; 
The documents referenced above may be obtained through the 
National Technical Information Service (NTIS) by phone at 
(703) 487-4650, or by writing: 

U.S. Department of Commerce 
National Technical Information Service 
5285 Port Royal Road 
Springfield, Va. 22161 

b. Sampling Plan (e.g., locations, methods, holding times, 
chain of custody, preservation, etc.). The effluent sample volume 
collected for all tests shall be adequate to perform the toxicity 
test, toxicity characterization, identification and confirmation 
procedures, and conduct chemical specific analyses when a probable 
toxicant has been identified; 

Where the permittee has identified or suspects specific 
pollutant(s) and/or source(s) of effluent toxicity, the permittee 
shall conduct, concurrent with toxicity testing, chemical specific 
analyses for the identified and/or suspected pollutant(s) and/or 
source(s) of effluent toxicity. Where lethality was demonstrated 
within 48 hours of test initiation, each 24 hour composite sample 
shall be analyzed independently. Otherwise the permittee may 
substitute a composite sample, comprised of equal portions of the 
individual 24 hour composite samples, for the chemical specific 
analysis; 

c. Quality Assurance Plan (e.g., QA/QC implementation, corrective ac
tions, etc.); and 

d. Project Organization (e.g., project staff, project manager, 
consulting services, etc.). 

2. The permittee shall initiate the TRE Action Plan within thirty (30) days 
of plan and schedule submittal. The permittee shall assume all risks for 
failure to achieve the required toxicity reduction. 
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3. The permittee shall submit a quarterly TRB Activitiea Report, with the 
Discharge Monitoring Report in the months of January, April, July and 
October, containing information on toxicity reduction evaluation activi
ties including: 

a. any data and/or substantiating documentation which identifies the 
pollutant(s) and/or source(s) of effluent toxicity; 

b. any studies/evaluations and results on the treatability of i h e 
facility's effluent toxicity; and 

c. any data which identifies effluent toxicity control mechanisms 
that will reduce effluent toxicity to the level necessary to meet 
no lethality at the critical low flow effluent concentration. 

A copy of the TRB Activities Report shall be also be submitted to the 
New Mexico Environment Department. 

4. The permittee shall submit a Final Report on Toxicity Reduction Evalua
tion Activities no later than twenty-eight (28) months from confirming 
lethality in the retests, which provides information pertaining to the 
specific control mechanism selected that will, when implemented, result 
in reduction of effluent toxicity to no lethality at the critical low 
flow effluent concentration. The report will also provide a specific 
corrective action schedule for implementing the selected control 
mechanism. 

A copy of the Filial Report on Toxicity Reduction Evaluation Activities 
shall also be submitted to the New Mexico Environment Department. 
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PART III 
STANDARD CONDITIONS FOR NPDES PERMITS 

SECTION A. GENERAL CONDITIONS 

1. Introduction 
In accordance with the provisions of 40 CFR Part 122.41, 
et. seq., this pennit incorporates by reference ALL 
conditions and refquirements applicable to NPOES Pennits 
set forth in the Clean Water Act, as amended, (herein
after knoun as the "Act") as well as ALL applicable 
regulations. 

2. Duty to Comply 
The permittee must comply uith all conditions of this 
permit. Any permit noncompliance constitutes a viola
tion of the Act and is grounds for enforcement action; 
for permit termination, revocation and reissuance, or 
modification; or for denial of a permit renewal appli
cation. 

3. Toxic Pollutants 

a. Notwithstanding Part III.A.5, if any toxic effluent 
standard or prohibition (including any schedule of 
compliance specified in such effluent standard or 
prohibition) is promulgated under Section 307(a) of 
the Act for a toxic pollutant Mhich is present in 
the discharge and that standard or prohibition is 
more stringent than any limitation on the pollutant 
in this permit, this permit shall be modified or 
revoked and reissued to conform to the toxic 
effluent standard or prohibition. 

b. The permittee shall comply with effluent standards 
or prohibitions established under Section 307(a) of 
the Act for toxic pollutants uithin the time 
provided in the regulations that established those 
standards or prohibitions, even if the permit has 
not yet been modified to incorporate the 
requirement. 

4. Duty to Reapply 
If the pennittee uishes to continue an activity 
regulated by this permit after the expiration date of 
this permit, the permittee must apply for and obtain a 
new permit. The application shall be submitted at least 
180 days before the expiration date of this permit. The 
Director may grant permission to submit an application 
less than 180 days in advance but no later than the 
permit expiration date. Continuation of expiring 
permits shall be governed by regulations promulgated at 
40 CFR Part 122.6 and any subsequent amendnents. 

5. Permit Flexibility 
This permit may be modified, revoked and reissued, or 
terminated for cause in accordance uith 40 CFR 122.62-
64. The filing of a request for a permit modification, 
revocation and reissuance, or termination, or a notifi
cation of planned changes or anticipated noncompliance, 
does not stay any permit condition. 

6. Property Rights 
This permit does not convey any property rights of any 
sort, or any exclusive privilege. 

7. Duty to Provide Information 
The permittee shall furnish to the Director, uithin a 
reasonable time, any information which the Director may 
request to determine whether cause exists for modifying, 
revoking and reissuing, or terminating this pennit, or 

to determine corpliance with this permit. The 
permittee shall also furnish to the Director, upon 
request, copies of records required to be kept by this 
permit. 

8. Criminal and Civil Liability 
Except as provided in permit conditions on "Bypassing" 
and "Upsets", nothing in this pennit shall be construed 
to relieve the pennittee from civil or criminal 
penalties for noncompliance. Any false or materially 
misleading representation or concealment of infonnation 
required to be reported by the provisions of the 
permit, the Act, or applicable regulations, uhich 
avoids or effectively defeats the regulatory purpose of 
the Permit may subject the Pennittee to criminal 
enforcement pursuant to 18 U.S.C. Section 1001. 

9. Oil and Hazardous Substance Liability 
Nothing in this permit shall be construed to preclude 
the institution of any legal action or relieve the 
permittee from any responsibilities, liabilities, or 
penalties to uhich the permittee is or may be subject 
under Section 311 of the Act. 

10. State Laus 
Nothing in this permit shall be construed to preclude 
the institution of any legal action or relieve the 
permittee from any responsibilities, liabilities, or 
penalties established pursuant to any applicable State 
lau or regulation under authority preserved by Section 
510 of the Act. 

11. Severability 
The provisions of this pennit are severable, and if any 
provision of this permit or the application of any 
provision of this permit to any circumstance is held 
invalid, the application of such provision to other 
circumstances, and the remainder of this pennit, shall 
not be affected thereby. 

SECTION B. PROPER OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

1. Need to Halt or Reduce not a Defense 
It shall not be a defense for a pennittee in an 
enforcement action that it uould have been necessary to 
halt or reduce the permitted activity in order to 
maintain conpliance uith the conditions of this pennit. 
The permittee is responsible for maintaining adequate 
safeguards to prevent the discharge of untreated or 
inadequately treated uastes during electrical pouer 
failure either by means of alternate pouer sources, 
standby generators or retention of inadequately treated 
effluent. 

2. Duty to Mitigate 
The permittee shall take all reasonable steps to 
minimize or prevent any discharge in violation of this 
permit uhich has a reasonable likelihood of adversely 
affecting hunan health or the environment. 

3. Proper Operation and Maintenance 

a. The permittee shall at all times properly operate 
and maintain all facilities and systems of 
treatment and control (and related appurtenances) 
uhich are installed or used by permittee as 
efficiently as possible and in a manner uhich uill 
minimize upsets and discharges of excessive 
pollutants and will achieve compliance with the 
conditions of this permit. Proper operation and 
maintenance also includes adequate laboratory 
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controls and appropriate quality assurance 
procedures. This provision requires the operation 
of backup or auxiliary facilities or similar s)wtems 
uhich are installed by a pennittee only uhen the 
operation is necessary to achieve compliance uith 
the conditions of this pennit. 

b. The pennittee shall provide an adequate operating 
staff uhich is duly qualified to carry out 
operation, maintenance and testing functions 
required to insure compliance uith the conditions of 
this pennit. 

4. Bypass of Treatment Facilities 

a. Bypass not exceeding limitations. The pennittee may 
allou any bypass to occur uhich does not cause 
effluent limitations to be exceeded, but only if it 
also is for essential maintenance to assure 
efficient operation. These bypasses are not subject 
to the provisions of Parts 11I.B.4.b. and 4.c. 

b. Notice 

(1) Anticipated bypass. If the permittee knous in 
advance of the need for a bypass, it shall 
submit prior notice, if possible at least ten 
days before the date of the bypass. 

(2) Unanticipated bypass. The permittee shall, 
uithin 24 hours, submit notice of an 
unanticipated bypass as required in Part 
III.D.7. 

c. Prohibition of bypass 

(1) B)rpass Bypass is prohibited, and the Director may take 
enforcement action against a permittee for 
bypass, unless: 

(a) Bypass uas unavoidable to prevent loss of 
life, personal injury, or severe property 
damage; 

(b) There uere no feasible alternatives to the 
bypass, such as the use of auxiliary 
treatment facilities, retention of 
untreated uastes, or maintenance during 
normal periods of equipment dountime. 
This condition is not satisfied if 
adequate back-up equipment should have 
been installed in the exercise of 
reasonable engineering judgment to prevent 
a bypass uhich occurred during normal 
periods of equipment downtime or 
preventive maintenance; and. 

(c) The permittee submitted 
required by Part 11I.B.4.b. 

notices as 

(2) The Director may allou an anticipated bypass 
after considering its adverse effects, if the 
Director determines that it uill meet the 
three conditions listed at Part III.B.4.c(1). 

5. Upset Conditions 

Effect of an upset. An upset constitutes an 
affirmative defense to an action brought for noncom
pliance uith such technology-based permit effluent 
limitations if the requirements of Part III.B.S.b. 
are met. No determination made during adninistra-

b. 

tive review of claims that noncompliance uas caused 
by upset, and before an action for noncompliance, is 
final adninistrative action subject to judicial 
revieu. 

Conditions necessary for a demonstration of upset. 
A permittee uho uishes to establish the affirmative 
defense of upset shall demonstrate, through properly 
signed, contenporaneous operating logs, or other 
relevant evidence that: 

(1) An upset occurred and that the permittee can 
identify the cause(s) of the upset; 

(2) The permitted facility uas at the time being 
properly operated; 

(3) The permittee si±mitted notice of the ipset as 
required by Part III.D.7; and. 

(4) The permittee complied uith any 
measures required by Part III.B.2. 

remedial 

c. Burden of proof. In any enforcement proceeding, the 
permittee seeking to establish the occurrence of an 
upset has the burden of proof. 

6. Removed Substances 
Solids, seuage sludges, filter backuash, or other 
pollutants removed in the course of treatment or 
uasteuater control shall be disposed of in a manner such 
as to prevent any pollutant from such materials from 
entering navigable waters. 

7. Percent Removal 
For publicly ouned treatment works, the 30-day average 
percent removal for Biochemical Oxygen Demand and Total 
Suspended Solids shall not be less than 85 percent 
unless otheruise authorized by the permitting authority 
in accordance uith 40 CFR 133.103. 

SECTION C. MONITORING AND RECORDS 

1. Inspection and Entry 
The permittee shall allow the Director, or an authorized 
representative, upon the presentation of credentials and 
other docunents as may be required by the law to: 

a. Enter upon the permittee's premises where a 
regulated facility or activity is located or 
conducted, or where records must be kept under the 
conditions of this pennit; 

b. Have access to and copy, at reasonable times, any 
records that must be kept under the conditions of 
this permit; 

c. Inspect at reasonable times any facilities, equip
ment (including monitoring and control equipment), 
practices or operations regulated or required under 
this permit; and 

d. Sample or monitor at reasonable times, for the 
purpose of assuring permit compliance or as 
otheruise authorized by the Act, any substances or 
parameters at any location. 

2. Representative Sampling 
Samples and measurements taken for the purpose of 
monitoring shall be representative of the monitored 
activity. 
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4. 

Retention of Records 
The pennittee shall retain records of all monitoring 
infonnation, including all calibration and maintenance 
records and all original strip chart recordings for 
continuous monitoring instrimentation, copies of all 
reports required by this permit, and records of all data 
used to complete the application for this pennit, for a 
period of at least 3 years from the date of the sample, 
measurement, report, or application. This period may be 
extended by request of the Director at any time. 

Record Contents 
Records of monitoring information shall include: 

a. 

c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 

The date, exact place, and time of sampling or 
measurements; 
The individual(s) who performed the sampling or 
measurements; 
The date(s) and time(s) anal)rses were performed; 
The individuaKs) who performed the anal)rses; 
The analytical techniques or methods used; and 
The results of such analyses. 

5. Monitoring Procedures 

a. Monitoring must be conducted according to test 
procedures approved under 40 CFR Part 136, unless 
other test procedures have been specified in this 
permit or approved by the Regional Adninistrator. 

b. The permittee shall calibrate and perform 
maintenance procedures on all monitoring and 
analytical instrunents at intervals frequent enough 
to insure accuracy of measurements and shall main
tain appropriate records of such activities. 

c. An adequate analytical quality control program, 
including the analyses of sufficient standards, 
spikes, and duplicate samples to insure the accuracy 
of all required analytical results shall be 
maintained by the permittee or designated conmercial 
laboratory. 

6. Flow Measurements 
Appropriate flow measurement devices and methods 
consistent with accepted scientific practices shall be 
selected and used to ensure the accuracy and reliability 
of measurements of the volune of monitored discharges. 
The devices shall be. installed, calibrated, and 
maintained to insure that the accuracy of the 
measurements is consistent uith the accepted capability 
of that type of device. Devices selected shall be 
capable of measuring flous uith a maximun deviation of 
less than 10X from true discharge rates throughout the 
range of expected discharge volunes. 

SECTION D. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

1. Planned Changes 

a. Industrial Permits 
The permittee shall give notice to the Director as soon 
as possible of any planned physical alterations or 
additions to the permitted facility. Notice is required 
only uhen: 

(1) The alteration or addition to a permitted 
facility may meet one of the criteria for 
determining uhether a facility is a neu source 
in 40 CFR Part 122.29(b); or. 

change the nature or increase the quantity of 
pollutants discharged. This notification 
applies to pollutants which are si4>ject neither 
to effluent limitations in the permit, nor to 
notification requirements listed at Part 
m.D.10.a. 

b. Municipal Permits 
Any change in the facility discharge (including the 
introduction of any new source or significant 
discharge or significant changes in the quantity or 
quality of existing discharges of pollutants) must 
be reported to the permitting authority. In no case 
are any neu connections, increased flows, or 
significant changes in Influent quality pennitted 
that uill cause violation of the effluent 
limitations specified herein. 

2. Anticipated Noncompliance 
The permittee shall give advance notice to the Director 
of any planned changes in the pennitted facility or 
activity uhich may result in noncompliance uith pennit 
requi rements 

3. Transfers 
This pennit is not transferable to any person except 
after notice to the Director. The Director may require 
modification or revocation and reissuance of the permit 
to change the name of the permittee and incorporate such 
other requirements as may be necessary under the Act. 

4. Discharge Monitoring Reports and Other Reports 
Monitoring results must be reported on Discharge 
Monitoring Report (DMR) Form EPA No. 3320-1 in 
accordance uith the "General Instructions" provided on 
the form. The permittee shall submit the original DMR 
signed and certified as required by Part III.D.11 and 
all other reports required by Part III.D. to the EPA at 
the address belou. Duplicate copies of DMR's and all 
other reports shall be submitted to the appropriate 
State agency(ies) at the follouing address(es): 

EPA: 
Water Nanagement Division 
Enforcement Branch (6W-E) 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency, Region 6 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

Neu Mexico: 
Program Manager 
Surface Water Quality Bureau 
Neu Mexico Environment Department 
1190 Saint Francis Drive 
Santa Fe, NM 87501-4182 

Oklahoma (Industrial Permits Only): 
Director 
Oklahoma Uater Resources Board 
P.O. Box 150 
Oklahoma City, OK 73101-0150 

Louisiana: 
Assistant Secretary for Uater 
Uater Pollution Control Division 
Louisiana Department of 

Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 82215 
Baton Rouge, LA 70884-2215 

(2) The alteration or addition could significantly 5. Additional Monitoring by the Permittee 
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If the pennittee monitors any pollutant more frequently 
than required by this pennit, using test proceAires 
approved under 40 CFR Part 136 or as specified in this 
permit, the results of this monitoring shall be included 
in the calculation and reporting of the data submitted 
in the Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR). Such 
increased monitoring frequency shall also be indicated 
on the DNR. 

6. Averaging of Measurements 
Calculations for all limitations uhich require averaging 
of measurements shall utilize an arithmetic mean unless 
otheruise specified by the Director in the pennit. 

7. Tuentv-Four Hour Reporting 

a. The permittee shall report any noncompliance uhich 
may endanger health or the ' environment. Any 
infomiation shall be provided orally uithin 24 hours 
from the time the permittee becomes auare of the 
circunstances. A uritten sifanission shall be 
provided uithin 5 days of the time the permittee 
becomes auare of the circunstances. The report 
shall contain the follouing information: 

(1) A description of the noncompliance and its 
cause; 

(2) The period of noncompliance including exact 
dates and times, and if the noncompliance has 
not been corrected, the anticipated time it is 
expected to continue; and, 

(3) Steps being taken to reduce, eliminate, and 
prevent recurrence of the noncomplying 
discharge. 

b. The following shall be included as information uhich 
must be reported uithin 24 hours: 

(1) Any unanticipated bypass uhich exceeds any 
effluent limitation in the permit; 

(2) Any upset uhich exceeds any effluent limitation 
in the permit; and, 

(3) Violation of a maximun daily discharge 
limitation for any of the pollutants listed by 
the Director in Part II (industrial permits 
only) of the permit to be reported uithin 24 
hours. 

c. The Director may waive the written report on a case-
by-case basis if the oral report has been received 
within 24 hours. 

8. Other Noncompliance 
The permittee shall report all instances of 
noncompliance not reported under Parts III.D.4 and D.7 
and Part I.B (for industrial permits only) at the time 
monitoring reports are submitted. The reports shall 
contain the information listed at Part 111.D.7. 

9. Other Information 
Uhere the permittee becomes auare that it failed to 
submit any relevant facts in a permit application, or 
submitted incorrect information in a permit application 
or in any report to the Director, it shall promptly 
submit such facts or information. 

silvacultural permittees shall notify the Director as 
soon as it knows or has reason to believe: 

a. That any activity has occurred or will occur which 
uould result in the discharge, on a routine or 
frequent basis, of any toxic pollutant listed at 40 
CFR Part 122, Appendix D, Tables II and III 
(excluding Total Phenols) uhich is not limited in 
the permit, if that discharge uill exceed the 
highest of the follouing "notification levels": 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

One hundred micrograms per liter (100 MB/L); 
Tuo hundred micrograms per liter (200 M B / L ) for 
acrolein and acrylonitri le; five hundred micro
grams per liter (500 /ig/L) for 2,4 -dinitro
phenol and for 2-methyl-4,6-dinitrophenol; and 
one milligram per liter (1 mg/L) for antimony; 
Five (5) times the maximun concentration value 
reported for that pollutant in the permit 
application; or 
The level established by the Director. 

That any activity has occurred or uill occur uhich 
uould result in any discharge, on a non-routine or 
infrequent basis, of a toxic pollutant which is not 
limited in the pennit, if that discharge will exceed 
the highest of the following "notification levels": 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(4) 

Five hundred micrograms per liter (500 M9/L>; 
One milligram per liter (1 mg/L) for antimony; 
Ten (10) times the maximun concentration value 
reported for that pollutant in the pennit 
application; or 
The level established by the Director. 

10. Changes in Discharges of Toxic Substances 
All existing manufacturing, conmercial, mining, and 

11. Signatory Requirements 
All applications, reports, or infonnation submitted to 
the Director shall be signed and certified. 

a. All permit applications shall be signed as follows: 

(1) For a corporation - by a responsible corporate 
officer. For the purpose of this section, a 
responsible corporate officer means: 

(a) A president, secretary, treasurer, or 
vice-president of the corporation in 
charge of a principal business fiFiction, 
or any other person who performs similar 
policy or decision making functions for 
the corporation; or, 

(b) The manager of one or more manufacturing, 
production, or operating facilities 
employing more than 250 persons or having 
gross annual sales or expenditures 
exceeding S25 million (in second-quarter 
1980 dollars), if authority to sign 
documents has been assigned or delegated 
to the manager in accordance with 
corporate procedures. 

(2) For a partnership or sole proprietorship - by 
a general partner or the proprietor, 
respectively. 

(3) For a municipality. State. Federal, or other 
public agency - by either a principal executive 
officer or ranking elected official. For 
purposes of this section, a principal executive 
officer of a Federal agency includes: 
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b. 

(a) The chief executive officer of the agency, 
or 

(b) A senior executive officer having respon
sibility for the overall operations of a 

. principal geographic unit of the agency. 

All reports required by the pennit and other 
information requested by the Director shall be 
signed by a person described above or by a duly 
authorized representative of that person. A person 
is a duly authorized representative only if: 

(1) The authorization is made 
person described above; 

in writing by a 

(2) The authorization specifies either an 
individual or a position having responsibility 
for the overall operation of the regulated, 
facility or activity, such as the position of 
plant manager, operator of a well or a well 
field, superintendent, or position of 
equivalent responsibility, or an individual or 
position having overall responsibility for 
environmental matters for the company. A duly 
authorized representative may thus be either a 
named individjal or an individual occupying a 
named position; and, 

(3) The written authorization is submitted to the 
Director. 

c. Certification. Any person signing a docunent under 
this section shall make the following certification: 

"I certify under penalty of law that this docunent 
and all attachments were prepared under my direction 
or supervision in accordance with a system designed 
to assure that qualified personnel properly gather 
and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my 
inquiry of the person or persons who manage the 
s)rstem, or those persons directly responsible for 
gathering the information, the information submitted 
is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, 
accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are 
significant penalties for submitting false 
information, including the possibility of fine and 
imprisonment for knowing violations." 

12. Availability of Reports 
Except for applications, effluent data, permits, and 
other data specified in 40 CFR 122.7, any information 
submitted pursuant to this permit may be claimed as 
confidential by the submitter. If no claim is made at 
the time of submission, information may be made 
available to the public without further notice. 

SECTION E. PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS OF PERMIT CONDITIONS 

1. Criminal 

a. Negligent Violations 
The Act provides that any person who negligently 
violates permit conditions implementing Section 301, 
302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or 405 of the Act is 
6(Aject to a fine of not less than S2,500 nor more 
than $25,000 per day of violation, or by 
imprisonment for not more than 1 year, or both. 

b. Knowing Violations 
The Act provides that any person who knowingly 
violates permit conditions implementing Sections 

301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or 405 of the Act is 
subject to a fine of not less than $5,000 nor more 
than $50,000 per day of violation, or by 
imprisonment for not more than 3 years, or both. 

c. Knowing Endangerment 
The Act provides that any person uho knouingly 
violates pennit conditions implementing Sections 
301, 302, 303, 306, 307, 308, 318, or 405 of the Act 
and uho knous at that time that he is placing 
another person in imminent danger of death or 
serious bodily injury is subject to a fine of not 
more than $250,000, or by imprisonment for not more 
than 15 years, or both. 

d. False Statements 
The Act provides that any person uho knowingly makes 
any false material statement, representation, or 
certification in any application, record, report, 
plan, or other docunent filed or required to be 
maintained under the Act or who knowingly falsifies, 
tampers with, or renders inaccurate, any monitoring 
device or method required to be maintained under the 
Act, shall upon conviction, be punished by a fine of 
not more than $10,000, or by imprisonment for not 
more than 2 years, or by both. If a conviction of 
a person is for a violation conmitted after a first 
conviction of such person under this paragraph, 
punishment shall be by a fine of not more than 
$20,000 per day of violation, or by imprisonment of 
not more than 4 years, or by both. (See Section 
309.C.4 of the Clean Uater Act) 

2. Civil Penalties 
The Act provides that any person who violates a pennit 
condition implementing Sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 
318, or 405 of the Act is subject to a civil penalty not 
to exceed $25,000 per day for each violation. 

3. Attninistrative Penalties 
The Act provides that any person who violates a permit 
condition implementing Sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 
318, or 405 of the Act is subject to an adninistrative 
penalty, as follows: 

a. Class 1 Penalty 
Not to exceed $10,000 per violation nor shall the 
maximun amount exceed $25,000. 

b. Class II Penalty 
Not to exceed $10,000 per day for each day during 
which the violation continues nor shall the maximun 
amount exceed $125,000. 

SECTION F. DEFINITIONS 
All definitions contained in Section 502 of the Act shall 
apply to this permit and are incorporated herein by 
reference. Unless otherwise specified in this permit, 
additional definitions of words or phrases used in this 
permit are as follows: 

1. "Act" means the Clean Uater Act (33 U.S.C. 
seq.), as amended. 

1251 et. 

2. "Adninistrator" means the Adninistrator of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

3. "Applicable effluent standards and limitations'* means 
all state and Federal effluent standards and limitations 
to which a discharge is subject under the Act, 
including, but not limited to, effluent limitations, 
standards or performance, toxic effluent standards and 
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prohibitions, and pretreatment standards. 

4. "Apolicable water oualitv standards" means att water 
quality standards to which a discharge is subject under 
the Act. . 

5. "Bypass" means the intentional diversion of waste 
streams from any portion of a treatment facility. 

6. "Daily Discharge" means the discharge of a pollutant 
measured during a calendar day or any 24-hour period 
that reasonably represents the calendar day for purposes 
of sampling. For pollutants with limitations expressed 
in terms of mass, the "daily discharge" is calculated as 
the total mass of the pollutant discharged over the 
sampling day. For pollutants with limitations expressed 
in other units of measurement, the "daily discharge" is 
calculated as the average measurement of the pollutant 
over the sampling day. "Daily discharge" determination 
of concentration made using a composite sample shall be 
the concentration of the composite sample. Uhen grab 
samples are used, the "daily discharge" determination of 
concentration shall be arithmetic average (weighted by 
flow value) of ell samples collected during that 
sampling day. 

7. "Daily Average" (also known as monthly average) 
discharge limitations means the highest allowable 
average of "daily discharge(s)" over a calendar month, 
calculated as the sun of all "daily discharge(s)" 
measured during a calendar month divided by the nurber 
of "daily discharge(s)" measured during that month. 
When the permit establishes daily average concentration 
effluent limitations or conditions, the daily average 
concentration means the arithmetic average (weighted by 
flow) of all "daily discharge(s)" of concentration 
determined during the calendar month where C " daily 
concentration, F B daily flow and n = nuiter of daily 
samples; daily average discharge s 

C,F, • CjFj + + C„F„ 

F, • F, • • F„ 

8. "Dailv Maximun" discharge limitation means the highest 
allowable "daily discharge" during the calendar month. 

9. "Director" means the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency Regional Adninistrator or an authorized 
representative. 

10. "Environmental Protection Agencv" means the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

11. "Grab sample" means an individual sample collected in 
less than IS minutes. 

12. "Industrial user" means a nondomestic discharger, as 
identified in 40 CFR 403, introducing pollutants to a 
publicly owned treatment works. 

13. "National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System" means 
the national program for issuing, modifying, revoking 
and reissuing, terminating, monitoring and enforcing 
permits, and imposing and enforcing pretreatment 
requirements, under Sections 307, 318, 402, and 405 of 
the Act. 

14. "Severe property damage" means substantial physical 
damage to property, damage to the treatment facilities 
uhich causes them to become inoperable, or substantial 
and permanent loss of natural resources uhich can 

reasonably be expected to occur in the absence of a 
bypass. Severe property damage does not mean economic 
toss caused tiy delays in production. 

15. "Seuage sludge" means the solids, residues, and 
precipitates separated from or created fn seuage by the 
unit processes of a publicly owned treatment works. 
Sewage as used in this definition means any uastes, 
including uastes from hunans, households, conmercial 
establishments, industries, and storm uater runoff, that 
are discharged to or otheruise enter a publicly ouned 
treatment works. 

16. "Treatment works" means any devices and systems used in 
the storage, treatment, recycling and reclamation of 
municipal sewage and industrial wastes of a liquid 
nature to implement Section 201 of the Act, or necessary 
to recycle or reuse water at the most economical cost 
over the estimated life of the uorks, including 
intercepting seuers, seuage collection systems, punping, 
pouer and other equipment, and their appurtenances, 
extension, improvement, remodeling, additions, and 
alterations thereof. 

17. "Upset" means an exceptional incident in which there is 
unintentional and temporary noncompliance with 
technology-based permit effluent limitations because of 
factors beyond the reasonable control of the pennittee. 
An upset does not include noncompliance to the extent 
caused by operational error, improperly designed 
treatment facilities, inadequate treatment facilities, 
lack of preventive maintenance, or careless or improper 
operation. 

18. For fecal coliform bacteria, a sample consists of one 
effluent grab portion collected cfcjring a 24-hour period 
at peak loads. 

19. The term "MGD" shall mean million gallons per day. 

20. The term "mg/L" shall mean milligrams per liter or parts 
per million (ppm). 

21. The term "ug/L" shall mean micrograms per liter or parts 
per billion (ppb). 

22. Municipal Terms: 

a. "7-dav average", other than for fecal coliform 
bacteria, is the arithmetic mean of the daily values 
for all effluent samples collected during a calendar 
week, calculated as the sun of all daily discharges 
measured during a calendar week divided by the 
nunber of daily discharges measured during that 
week. The 7-day average for fecal coliform bacteria 
is the geometric mean of the values for all effluent 
samples collected during a calendar week. 

b. "30-day average", other than for fecal coliform 
bacteria, is the arithmetic mean of the daily values 
for all effluent samples collected during a calendar 
month, calculated as the sun of all daily discharges 
measured during a calendar month divided by the 
nuiiier of daily discharges measured during that 
month. The 30-day average for fecal coliform 
bacteria is the geometric mean of the values for all 
effluent samples collected during a calendar month. 

c. "24-hour composite sample" consists of a minimun of 
12 effluent portions collected at equal time 
intervals over the 24-hour period and combined 
proportional to flow or a sample collected at 
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frequent intervals proportional to flou over the 
24-hour period. 

d. "12-hour composite sample" consists of 12 effluent 
portions collected no closer together than one hour 
and composited according to flou. The daily 
sampling intervals shall include the highest flow 
periods. 

e. "6-hour composite sample" consists of six effluent 
portions collected no closer together than one hour 
(with the first portion collected no earlier than 
10:00 a.m.) and composited according to flow. 

f. "3-hour composite sample" consists of three effluent 
portions collected no closer together than one hour 
(with the first portion collected no earlier than 
10:00 a.m.) and composited according to flou. 



Molycorp, Inc. 
A Unocal Company 

m r" r ' C 1 \ . / P n Questa Division 
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" « i l a- 1 <̂  Questa, New Mexico 87556 
9 8 f P P I ''̂  '^ ' ' Telephone: (505) 586-0212 

PERHITS^^-'-^ U N O C A L ® 

MOLYCORP 
BY AIRBORNE EXPRESS - AIRBILL NO. 9419647016 

Aprill 3, 1998 

Mr. Scott Wilson 
Industrial Permits Section, 6W-P1 
U S Environmental Protection Agency 
Region VI 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
DaUas, Texas 75202-2733 

Re: NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 - Renewal Application 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

Molycorp Inc. is pleased to submit its application for renewal of NPDES permit No. NM 
0022306. We believe the application is administratively complete. If there is specific 
information that you fmd is necessary to complete the application, however, please contact Mr. 
Geyza Lorinczi, Environmental Manager, at (505) 586-7626 as soon as possible. 

Molycorp's current permit will expire on October 14, 1998, therefore, the due date for the 
submittal of the appUcation for renewal is April 17*. Our completed permit application is 
divided into three sections, each containing either specific test data or explanations in support of 
requests for modification of the permit. Section I contains requests for changes in permit 
conditions and the technical support for those changes. Section II includes Form 1 and Form 2C 
for permit Outfalls 001, 002, 004, and 005. Section III presents a discussion ofthe status ofthe 
Red River Groundwater Seepage Zone. The four supporting documents that are referenced in 
Section III are part of this appUcation package. 

Our previous permit renewal was submitted while our operation was in temporary cessation 
(from January 1992 until October 1996). It was with this in mind that we have reviewed the 
permit in Ught of our current operation. As a result of this review, we have noted several 
inconsistencies and small changes that we beUeve will make the permit more intemally 
consistent. We have also analyzed the sampling program, in Ught ofthe typical variability ofthe 
individual sample results, to identify those parameters that are consistently less than 50 percent 
ofthe respective permit limitation and for which no pemiit exceedance has been noted. We are 
requesting EPA to drop those parameters from our monitoring requirements. 

O 



During the term of our existing permit, there was no discharge from OutfaUs 001, 004, and 005. 
For this reason, only limited historical data are presented in Form 2C for 001 water quaUty. No 
discharge data are available for Outfalls 004 and 005. 

There are also a number of substantive issues we are concemed with. AU of these issues are 
discussed in more detail in Section I, "Summary of Molycorp NPDES Issues," together with 
what we beUeve are appropriate resolutions ofthese issues. 

As mentioned above, we are also submitting extensive information on ground water seepage that 
has entered the Red River along the mine property (see Section IK). In Molycorp's most recent 
(1993) NPDES renewal, EPA decided, in response to pubUc comments, that such seepage is not 
a point source discharge. We beUeve that EPA's decision was correct. In Ught of a visit to the 
site by Mr. David C. Abshire, Geologist, Ground Water/LfIC Section (6WQ-SG), in September 
1997 and EPA's continued interest in this issue, we are enclosing information on this subject for 
inclusion in the administrative record of this proceeding. 

Yours truly, 

^^^_J^^ ^ W^/f-^ 
David R. Shoemaker 
Mine Manager 

Enclosures 

xc: Jack V. Ferguson, Quef 
NPDES Peimit Branch 
(without application) 
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I UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
' WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

OFFICE OF 
GENERALCOUNSEL 

«.i'.T I 0 • pg 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: Notice of Citizen Suit 

FROM: Susan G. L e p o v ^ i ^ ^ 
Associate GeneiorCounsel 
Water Law Office (2355) 

TO: J , Charles Fox 
Acting Assistant Administrator for Water (4101) 

The attached notice of intent to sue was filed by the Western Environmental Law 
Center on behalf of Amigos Bravos and the New Mexico Citizens for Clean Air and 
Water. The notice alleges that Molycorp, Inc. a molybdenum mine in New Mexico is 
discharging to the Red River through a groundwater hydrological connection without an 
NPOES permit. The notice alleges that EPA has failed to perfonm nondiscretionary 
duties required by the CWA to prohibit Molycorp from discharging without a permit and 
to issue notice to Molycorp for violation of the CWA. 

I have assigned this notice to Richard Witt; he can be reached at 260-7715. He 
will be working with your staff and staff in Region 6. Please call eitheir Richard or me if 
you or your staff have any questions. 

, Attachment ' 

cc: Randy Hill 
Karyn Wendelowski 
Mike Cook , 
Jim Pendergast ' R ^ C P K P ^ 

. Larry Starfieid. RC, Reg. 6 I - ^ V£.U 
iflfill Hathaway, WMD, Reg. 6 I . ; 5 :cc§ 
Brian Maas j .r.-- " "̂ "̂  

WQ-pp 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Western Environmental Law Center 

DEFENDING THE WEST 

Southwest Office 
P.O. Box 1507 
Taos, NM 87571 
505/751-0351 
505/751-1775 (fax) 
taoslaw@laplaza.org 

Director SW Ofnce 
Grove Burnett^ 

Attomeys 
David GomezJ 
Lore Bensel** 
* admitted in New Mexico 
* admitted in Oregon 
* admitted in Idaho 

Office Manager 
Linda Velarde -

Legal Assistant 
Linda Gomez 

Northwest Office 
1216 Lincoln Street 
Eugene, OR 97401 
541/485-2471 
541/485-2457 (fax) 
westemlaw@igc.org 

Executive Director 
Michael Axline* 

Attomeys 
John E. Bonine* 
MarianneDugan* 
Elizabeth Mitchell** • 
Carrie Stilweil* 
Charles Tebbutt*t 
* ad(nitted in Oregon 
* admittedin New York 
« admitted in Colorado 

Scientist 
Michael Wach* 

Development Director 
Deborah Mailander, J.D. 

Office Manager 
Kathy Cannon 

Development Assistant 
Kari Kytola 

Legal Assistant. 
Rachel Thiesmeyer 

Administrative Assistant 
Marilyn Kemp 

BY CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REOUESTED 

August 4, 1998 

Carol Browner, Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M Street 
\yashington, D.C. 20460 

Greg Cook, Regional Administrator, Region VI 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Suite 1200 
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733 

. Re: Molycorp. Inc.. NPDES Pennit No. NM0Q22306 

Dear Ms. Browner and Mr. Cook: 

A. 60-DAY NOTICE OF INTENT TO SUE FOR FAILURE OF THE 
ADMINISTRATOR TO PERFORM A NON-DISCRETIONARY 
DUTY UNDER THE CLEAN WATER ACT* 

Our firm represents Amigos Bravos (c/o Brian Shields, Program Director, 
P.O. Box 23S, Taos, NM 87571 (tel. 505-758-3874)), and New Mexico Citizens 
for Clean Air and Water (c/o Dr. John BartUt, State Chairman, 113 Monte Rey 
Drive, Los Alamos, NM 87544 (tel. 505-672-9792). This letter is to provide the 
EPA with notice of intent of Amigos Bravos and New Mexico Citizens for Clean 
Air and Water to file a citizens' suit against the EPA pursuant to section 505(a)(2) 
of the Clean Water Act ("CWA"), 33 U.S.C. § 1365(a)(2).' The EPA has failed to 
perform the foUowing non-discretionary duties: 

L Failure to Prohibit the Discharge of Unpermitted Pollutants 

Molycorp, Inc. ("Molycorp"), owns and operates a molybdenum mine in 

"Hear within ourselves the sound ofthe Earth crying." Vietnamese Zen Master Thich Nhat Hanh 

® unbleached . 100%-postconsumer waste • soy inl< 

0(?^1A3^ 
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the Red River valley east of Questa, New Mexico. The Red River is a navigable 
water which is tributary to the Rio Grande River. In approximately 1965, 
Molycorp began open pit mining operations at the mine site. In the course of open 
pit mining operations, Molycorp removed approximately 328 milUon tons of waste' 
rock. Molycorp placed the waste rock into six piles at.the mine site: 

A. Capulin Canyon Waste Rock Pile. Molycorp placed approximately 
twenty-six tons of waste rock in the upper portion of CapuUn Canyon. 

B. Goathill Gulch/Goathill Gulcl. South Waste Rock Piles. Molycorp 
placed approximately 25 tons of waste rock in the upper portion of GoathiU Gulch. 

C. Sugar Shack South Waste Rock Pile. Molycorp placed approximately 
fifty-three tons of waste rock in an unidentified side canyon on the north side of 
the Red River. 

D. Sugar Shack West Waste Rock Pile. Molycorp placed approximately 
thirty-one tons of waste rock in an unidentified side canyon on the north side ofthe 
Red River. 

E. Middle Waste Rock Pile. Molycorp placed approximately forty-six 
tons of waste rock in an unidentified side canyon the north side ofthe Red River. 

F. Spring and Suphur Gulch Waste Rock PUe. Molycorp placed 
approximately 111 tons of waste rock in Spring and Sulphur Gulches. 

These waste rock piles cover approximately 500 surface acres with 
hundreds of feet of this waste rock material. The precise dates of emplacement of 
the waste rock piles are not available to our cUents. However, our cUents aUege 
that Molycorp placed the pUes between 1965 and the present, and .that the 
violations noticed herein began and have continued during this period. Water 
moves through the waste rock piles and leache^ acids, heavy metals, and other 
poUutants into ground water in the aquifers beneath the pUes. The ground water 
discharges through the aquifers below the waste rock pUes to springs and seeps at 
the Red River. Our cUents contend that the excavation and disposal'activities, and 
resulting waste rock dumps, are the: ignificant cause for the increase in metals 
concentrations and other pollutoiits in the Red River through a ground water 
hydrological connection to seeps along the bank of the Red River. 
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All ofthe above data has been confirmed by the EPA, Region 6, in a report 
entitled "Report on Hydrological Connection Associated with Molycorp Mining 
Activity, Questa, New Mexico," dated Febmary 13," 1998 (the "EPA Report"). A 
tme and correct copy of .the EPA Report is being forwarded along with this letter. 
Some ofthe findings made in the EPA Report are as follows: 

A. The objective ofthe EPA Report was to determine the sourcie for the 
acidic, high metal seeps (ground water flowing gently from the soU) along the Red 
River bank and to determine if sufficient documentation exists to substantiate a 
ground water or surface wa.^r hydrological connection between the.source and 
seep discharge to the river. EPA Report, page 1. 

B. The New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) considers the 
acidic, high metal seeps, which exist within the Molycorp mine boimdary, the 
principal cause for metals loading to this reach. EPA Report, page 1. 

C. The most significant water quality degradation occurs within the middle 
reach ofthe Red River from Questa to the town of Red River which contains the 
Molycorp mine and most ofthe major scar areas. EPA Report, page 12. 

D. Seeps are considered the primaiy and most incessant source for metals 
loading to the Red River. Cotisequently, an additional indicator of source location 
is that the greater percentage of and most active acidic, high metal seeps exist in 
the vicinity ofthe Molycorp mine. Therefore, Red River water quaUty data ahd 
seep locations indicate the source to be within the general area ofthe Molycorp 
mine property. EPA Report, page 13. ^ 

E. Leachate analysis conducted by NMED revealed that average metal 
concentrations were greater in Molycorp's waste rock dumps leachate than in the 
leachate from erosional scar leachate. EPA Report, page 16. 

F. The unconsolidated waste rock dumps undoubtibly allow greater 
infiltration rates than the more consoUdated natural soils or erosional scars. 
Therefore, the wjiste rock dumps should have greater acid generation potential, 
storagie capacity, metals transport capabUity, and consequenjly, greater recharge to 
the underlying aquifers than erosional scars. EPA Report, page 17. . 

G. The unconsolidated waste rock dump material appears to deUver 
greater concentrations ofdissolved metals to the ground water than the 
consolidated erosional scars. EPA Report, page 25. . 
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H. "The NPDES Program regulates point sources. NPDES regulations 
(40 C.F.R. §122.2) define point source as 'any discernible, confined, and discreet 
conveyance, including but not limited to, any pipe, ditch, channel, tunnel, conduit, 
well, discrete fissure,...from which pollutants are or may be discharged... .' A 
documented ground water hydrological connection between a source and 
surface water discharge may be viewed as a conduit: or a discernible. 
confined, and discrete conveyance." EPA Report, page in. (Emphasis added). 

I. The EPA Report concluded, "[Vjerification has been adequately. 
established to support a ground watar h;, Jrological connection between the two 
sources [naturally occurring erosional scars and the Molycorp waste rock dumps] 
and the Red River seep discharge." EPA Report at page 27. 

The EPA issued NPDES Permit No. NM0022306 to Molycorp in 
September of 1993. This permit expires on October 14, 1998. The permit does 
not authorize the discharges from Molycorp's waste rock dumps which are 
described above. 

Upon information and belief, Molycorp made appUcation for the renewal of 
Permit No. NM0022306 in April of 1998, but failed to include the discharges from 
the Avaste rock dumps in this application. However, in the renewal appUcation, 
Molycorp included a Section IIi entitled "The Clean Water Act, Status ofthe Red 
River Ground Water Seepage Zones" ("Section IH"), which is in direct conflict 
with the EPA Report, which is dated February 13, 1998, at least two months prior 
to Molycorp's submittal ofits renewal appUcation. Therefore, Molycorp knew that 
EPA's position was contrary to the position set forth in Section III at the time the 
renewal application was submitted 

In summary, the EPA Report concludes (a) that discharges from 
Molycorp's waste rock dumps are hydrologicdly connected to the seepages into 
the Red River; (b) that the seepages are the primary and most incessant source for 
metals loading to the R6d River; (c)that the waste rock dump material deUvers 
greater concentrations of dissolved metals to the ground water than the 
consolidated erosional scars; and (d) that a documented ground water hydrological 
cormection between a source and surface water discharge is a point source. Based 
upon EPA's own findings and conclusions, Molycorp's waste rock dump 
discharges are unperrnitted point source discharges. Therefore, our cUents 
contend that Molycorp has violated, and continues tp violate. Section 301(a) ofthe 
Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. §1311(a), by not obtaining a permit for the waste 
rock discharges described herem, as weU as in the EPA Report, pursuant to 
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Section 402 ofthe Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. §1342. This is a violation of which 
the EPA is aware, as set forth in the EPA Report. 

The citizen suit provisions ofthe Clean Water Act allow citizens to sue the 
Administrator ofthe EPA where there is an alleged "failure ofthe Administrator to 
perform any act or duty...which is not discretionary with the Administrator." 33 
U.S.C. §1365(a)(2). The EPA has a A70/7af/'5c/'e//o/7ar>'c/w/y to prohibit the 
discharge of unpermitted pollutants. National Wildlife Federation v. Hanson, 623 
F. Supp 1539 (E.D.N.C. 1985); 33 US C. §1319. As described herein, the 
discharges of pollutants from Molycorp s waste rock dumps are unpermitted. The 
EPA has failed to prohibit Molycorp from discharging thesis unpermitted 
pollutants, a situation of which the EPA is fiilly aware. This is a nondiscretionary 
duty on the part of the EPA. 

• 
n . Failure to Issue Notice of Violation 

33 u s e . 1319(1) requires the Administrator to issue notices of violations 
of the Clean Water Act upon the basis of any information available to him to 
violators of a permit issued by a State under an approved permit program. 33 
U.S.C. 1342(3) provides that the permit programs ofthe Administrator shall be 
subject to the same terms, conditions, and requirements as apply to a State permit 
program and permits issued thereunder. Therefore, the Administrator shall also 
issue notices of violations ofthe Clean Water Act to violators of permits issued 
under a permit program of the Administrator. 

This duty to issue notices of violations is not discretionary. The statute 
specifically states that, "Whenever, on the basis of any information available to 
him, the Administrator finds that a person is in violation of any condition or 
limitation. ., he shall proceed under his authority in paragraph (3) of this 
subsection or he shall notify the person in alleged violation...of such finding. " 3 3 
u s e . 1319(a)(1). Case law has recognized that this duty to make notification of 
violations is nondiscretionary. Therefore, the EPA has failed to perform the 
nondiscretionary duty of issuing notice to Molycbrp ofthe violations ofthe Clean 
Water Act resulting from the illegal discharges of pollutants into the Red River, as 
described herein. . 

i n . Failure to Require a Permit 

Case law has held that when an action is illegal absent an agency-issued 
permit, the EPA has a mandatory duty to.act promptly upon license applications. 
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Because NPDES permits are licenses required by law, it has been found to be 
mandatory that the EPA promptly process such permits. 

In the present case, the action of Molycorp discharging into the Red River 
from the waste rock dumps is illegal pursuant to 33 U.S.C. 1311(a). If the EPA 
has a mandatory duty to process license applications in a situation of this type, it 
follows that the EPA also has a mandatory duty to promptly require a permit for 
illegal discharges. It is illogical to say that the EPA has a mandatory duty to 
process license applications for illegal discharges, when and if the violator makes 
application, yet has no mandatory duty to require a permit for illegal discharges 
that the violator refiises to report. 

IV. Conclusion 

If the conditions causing the above violations are not corrected within 60 
days so that there is no reasonable likelihood that they will recur, the undersigned 
intend to file suit as provided in the Clean Water Act. 

The names, addresses, and phone numbers on the persons giving notice of 
intent to sue are: 

Amigos Bravos 
c/o Brian Shields, Program Director 
P..O. Box 238, 
Taos, NM 87571 
(tel. 505-758-3874) 

New Mexico Citizens for Clean /Vir and Water 
c/o Dr. John Bartlit, State Chairman 
113 Monte Rey Drive 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 
(tel. 505-672-9792). 

Counsel ifor the parties giving notice is: 

Grove Bumett 
Westem Environmental Law Center 
P. O. Box 1507 
Taos, NM 
(Tel. 505-751-0351) 
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B. REOUEST FOR TERMINATION OF PERMIT 

The Clean Water Act also provides that an NPDES permit may be 
modified, revoked and reissued, or terminated by the Director at the request of 
any interested person for any ofthe reasons set forth in 40 C.F.R. §122.62 or 
§122.64. 40 C.F.R. §124.5(a). For purposes of C.F.R. part 124, the term 
"Director" means the State Director or Regional Administrator. 40 C.F.R. §124.2. 
This portion of this letter is a formal req est to the Regional Administrator 
for termination or, alternatively, modif. .ation ofMolycorp's permit. 

40 C.F.R. § 122.64(a)(2) provides that a permit may be terminated if the 
permittee fails in an application or during the permit issuance process to disclose 
fiilly all relevant facts, or if the permittee misrepresents any relevant facts at any 
time. It is obvious that Molycorp misrepresented facts when it submitted its permit 
renewal application in April of 1998. The EPA Report, which was published prior 
to the April submission date, was directly in conflict with Section III of / 
Molycorp's application. Molycorp was aware that the discharges from the waste 
rock dumps were point source discharges, yet they failed to ask the EPA to permit 
these discharges in the renewal process. For this reason, Molycorp's entire permit 
should be terminated. 

In the altemative, 40 C.F.R. § 122.62(a)(2) provides that a permit may be 
modified if the Director receives new information which was not available at the 
time ofthe permit issuance and which would have justified the application of 
different permit conditions at the time of issuance. At the time ofMolycorp's last 
permit renewal, the EPA Report was not available. This Report, therefore, 
constitutes "new information" which was not available at the time of issuance of 
Molycorp's permit. 

In addition, on or about May 16, 1997, this office wrote a letter to Mr. 
Sam Coleman, Director ofthe Compliance Assurance and Enforcement Division of 
the EPA,̂  requesting the EPA to review the Molycorp matter in order to determine 
whether the agency should initiate enforcement action or a formal NPDES 
permitting process for the waste rock dumps. Along with this letter, this office 
forwarded reports prepared by EnviroSearch, Inc. documenting their investigation 
ofthe Molycorp mine site and th^ waste rock dumps. These findings confirmed 
that the waste rock dumps discharge pollutants into the ground water and that 
there is a direct hydrological connection between the ground water and the Red 
River. These findings were directly on point withnhe EPA Report. This, too. 
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constituted new information justifying modification ofMolycorp's permit. 

In addition, 40 C.F.R. §122.62 provides that a permit may be modified"\o 
correct technical mistakes, such as errors in calculation, or mistaken 
interpretations of law made in determining permit conditions." 40 C.F.R. 
§122.62(a)(15). (emphasis added). When Molycorp's permit was issued, and then 
renewed in 1993, the EPA mistakenly failed to view the discharges from the waste 
rock dumps as point source discharges. It is now indisputable that these 
discharges are point sources. See EPA. Report. Therefore, Molycorp's permit 
should be modified accordingly. 

f 

- For the reasons set forth herein, Molycorp's NPDES permit should be 
terminated, or in the alternative, modified to include the illegal discharges from the 
waste rock dumps. The EPA is a^vare ofthese illegal discharges and they should 
not be allowed to continue. 

?rely^ 
SfERN OMENTAL LAW CENTER 

I Grove T^Bumett 
\ Vickie. Minor 

P,Q/Box 1507 
Taos, NeWJSiIe5aco 87571 
(505)751-0351 

Attomeys for Amigos Bravos and 
New Mexico Citizens for Clean Air and-Water 
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cc by certified mail: 

CT Corporation 
Registered Agent for Molycorp, Inc. 
119 East Marcy Street 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 

Amanda Ashford, Esq. 
Ashford & Thomas 
P.O. Box 2205 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103 

Karen Potts, Esq. 
Streich Lang 
Renaissance Once 
Two North Central Avenue. 

, Phoenix, Arizona 875004-2391 

Janet Reno 
Attomey General of the United States 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Washington, DC. 20460 

Pete Maggiore, Secretary 
Department of Environment 
P.O. Box 26110 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502 

Ik 


